OUTGOING CORRESPONDENCE 

From The 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

OF 
DEFENSE 
And The 

MILITARY SERVICES 

To The 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE 

AND 

REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

Documents 0-106 thru 0-161 



Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
Production and Logistics 




0e/12.'ei .16:23 ©703 614 7296 OP-44 ... BASE CLOSl-RE ©002:00: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OP THE CHIEF OW NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. DC 20350-2000 

IN RC^LV ntPCrt TO 

11000 

Memo 44C1/59 
11 June 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION fffSPD^X>% fO Ir9i> 

S\abj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Rftf: (a) Assistant Secretary of Defense memo of June 5, 1991 
End: (1) Response to items 8, 10, and 11 

1 Enclosure (1) is forwarded in final response to the request 
for additional information forwarded by reference (a) - 




:C, USN 
Direc€51:, Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to: OASD (P&L) 



1 



08.'14.'fil 11:27 



f703 614 7296 



OP-44 




BASE CLOSL'RE 121 004 -'00 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NA.VAU OPtRATlONS 
WASHiNSTON. DC 20380-2000 



IN ttKwir nerCft TO 

11000 

Memo 44C1/60 
12 June 1991 



MEMOMNim FOR THE BASE CIOSURE COMMISSIOM 
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for additional information forwarded by reference (a) . 
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Direc€&r, Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy tot CASD (P&t.) 



2 




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 



OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON. DC 20310-0103 



June 12, 1991 



HEPIY TO 
ATTENTION OF 



Mr. Jim Courter \ - 

Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and Vt^'^- 

Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N. W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

During your hearing on June 7, 1991, you asked for 
the Army's position on transferring Forts McCoy, Pic- 
kett, A. P. Hill, Indiantown Gap, and Buchanan to the 
Army National Guard. I would like to elaborate upon my 
letter to you of June 5, 1991 explaining why the Army 
sees no military or economic advantage in pursuing this 
initiative at this time. 

The Army has the authority to make changes in 
administrative control or garrison configurations as 
needed outside of the F.L. 101-510 Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission framework. While we agree that the 
principle of National Guard control may have some merit 
in limited circumstances, it is clearly prudent to 
await the final results of the study of Reserve Compo- 
nent (RC) training strategies and management of train- 
ing areas before making any changes in administrative 
control. That study will give us a firm basis for our 
final decision on which installations would be good 
candidates. We expect to begin the final phase of that 
study in August 1991; detailed examination of unit 
requirements will not be completed until Spring 1992. 

The Total Army Analysis process, which will define 
the content of the RC force structure in greater de- 
tail, will give us an indication of potential excess 
capacity in this category. If excess capacity is ap- 
parent, we would seek to minimize turbulence to the in- 
stallations while studying them for inclusion in the 
1993 Defense Base Closure Commission process. 

Forts McCoy, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and Indiantown 
Gap all support both active and reserve training. Data 
on the active/reserve component use mix for these ins- 
tallations are attached. 
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Fort Buchanan, a sub-installation of Fort 
McPherson, primarily supports the administration of 
the Army presence on Puerto Rico. As a command and 
control type of installation, it has no training area, 
and few ranges. While no study has been done on com- 
mand and control posts, it is unlikely that adminis- 
trative installations can be operated more cheaply by 
the Reserve Component. 

It is misleading to assume that significant sav- 
ings are possible by transferring major training area 
installations to the reserve components. Precise staf- 
fing levels cannot be determined without extensive site 
visits and workload analysis, in part because the cur- 
rent garrisons are already small and operating with 
minimal staff. 

Both Forts Dix and Chaffee have Active Component 
tenants which do not support Reserve Component training 
or the installations' training mission. The Army pro- 
posed realigning those functions, and in the case of 
Fort Dix, proposed disposal of a substantial portion of 
the cantonment area not needed by the Reserve Compo- 
nent. These realignments and reductions, not a change 
in management structure, are what result in operations 
and maintenance savings. 

It also should be noted that an earlier study of 
the issue of administrative control, completed in 1986, 
found that Congressional ceilings on Active Guard and 
Reserve (AGR) and Guard military technician spaces were 
a significant constraint if responsibility were passed 
to either the National Guard or the U. S. Army Reserve. 
These ceilings still exist today, and the Department of 
Defense is planning reductions because of budget con- 
straints. -. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the transfer of these 
additional installations is premature pending comple- 
tion of our above-referenced study and would not neces- 
sarily be more cost effective. Once the reserve force 
structure is determined and our study is complete, the 
Army can and will exercise the authority it already has 
to make changes in administrative control and garrison 
config-urations to make changes that make sense. I 
urge you to accept the Army's current recommendations 
for this category. 
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I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr. Colin 
McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production & 
Logistics) . 

Sincerely, 

Susan Livingstone 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 

Attachment 
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INSTALLATION USAGE 





AC 


USAR 


ARNG 


Fort McCoy 


17 % 


66 % 


27% 


Fort Pickett 


33% 


24% 


43% 


Fort A.P. Hill 


19% 


24% 


67% 


Fort Indiantown Gap 


16% 


36% 


49% 


Fort Buchanan * 


34% 


62% 


14% 



* best avail est 



TABS 



TRAINING DATA 



1. The data below was collected from the various installations 
using an ad-hoc form. No two installations replied in exactly 
the same way. There is no standardized method of data 
collection. All data was requested for fiscal year 1990. In 
some cases, there may be a reference to earlier years or a 
comment as to why 1990 data might be considered significantly 
different from the norm. 

2. Active Component Use 
a. Fort Pickett, VA 





USA 


USN 


USMC 


USAF 


Total Unit Visits 


107 


18 


40 


5 


Estimated Mean Length 


14 


18 


14 


14 


of Visit (days) 










Estimated Mean Unit 


144 


144 


144 


144 


Size (# of personnel) 










Han Days Training 


215,712 


46,656 


80,640 


16,100 



Total Active Component Training Man Days 359,102 



b. Fort A P Hill, VA 

(1) USA - 22,944 man days training from 187 unit 
visits. Typical unit visit probably slightly greater than two 
weeks. Primary training site for the 3rd Infantry Division (Old 
Guard) , Transportation Officer Basic Course, Quartermaster 
Officer Basic Course, and JAG Basic Course* 

(2) Other services - 24,208 man days training from 202 
unit visits. Used primarily by USMC, but also by USN SEALS, and 
special operations forces. 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - 38,988 man days training, 

primarily from 10 company size units in the geographical area and 
a field training exercise by the 513th MI Brigade from Ft. 
Monmouth . 



d. Fort Mc Coy, WI 

(1) 1990 data not readily available. The 1988/89 
numbers are below historical averages, primarily because of 
budgetary problems. Prior to those years, the Army would train 
6,000 to 8,000 and the Marines, 4,000 to 5,000. 



E-1 



(2) 1989 



(a) approximately 4,000 USA 

(b) 3,764 USMC 

(3) 1988 

(a) approx. 4,000 USA 

(b) approx, 3,000 USMC 

3. Inactive Duty Training (i.e. weekend training) 

a. Fort Pickett, VA - 43,376 soldiers from 324 units 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - 106,885 soldiers training visits from 
1097 unit visits. A "visit" is typically a full days training 
for a soldier or unit. A MUTA 4 weekend would be considered two 
soldier or unit visits. By this definition, most soldiers and 
units would be counted multiple times. 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - 98,000 soldiers from 350 units 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - 73,661 soldiers from 847 units. The 
ROTC units have been subtracted from the IDT section. The USAF 
figure is for the active component, USAF Reserve, and Air 
National Guard. 

4. Annual Training 

a. Fort Pickett, VA - 23,578 soldiers from 163 units 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - 20,156 soldiers from 78 units 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - 13,040 soldiers from 80 units 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - 47,297 soldiers from 323 units. 

5. ROTC Training 

a. Fort Pickett, VA - 1,638 cadets from 11 schools train 
monthly , 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - Cadets (number unknown) from 13 
schools use five times monthly. On 63 occasions, cadets received 
training. There were 3,824 cadet days (It appears that cadets 
trained multiple times.) 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - 9,883 cadets from 17 schools 
train six times per year 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - 3,792 cadets from 7 schools train twice 
monthly. 
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Army Reserve Readiness Training Centers (ARRTC) 

a. Fort Pickett, VA 

(1) Active Guard and Reserve - none 

(2) Active Component - none 

(3) Drilling Reservists - 181 

(4) Civilian - 10 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - NA 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA 

(1) Active Guard and Reserve - 2,552 

(2) Active Component - 1,598 

(3) Drilling Reservists - none 

(4) Civilian - 279 

d. Fort Mc coy, WI 

(1) Active Guard and Reserve - 5,755 

(2) Active Component - 200 

(3) Drilling Reservists - none indicated 

(4) Civilian - 1,747 
FORSCOM Petroleum Training Module 

a. Fort Pickett, VA - 954 Personnel Trained 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - None 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - None 

d. Fort Mc coy, WI - None 
Equipment Concentration Sites 
a. Fort Pickett, VA 

(1) Number of Support Units - 182 

(2) Mean Number of Vehicles per Unit - 25 



(3) Total Number of Vehicles (1*2)- 4,550 

(4) Number/Type Other End Items - Roughly 30 different 
end items, similar to those reported by other installations, but 
no numbers to indicate quantity are available. 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - NA 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA 

(1) Number of Support Units - 117 

(2) Mean Number of Vehicles per Unit - 17 

(3) Total Number of Vehicles (1*2)- 1,989 

(4) Number/Type Other End Items - 

(a) 1,427 Communications Equipment 

(b) 302 Heavy Engineer Equipment 

(c) 404 Weapons 

(d) 399 Tents, Screens, etc - — 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI 

(1) Number of Support Units - 372 

(2) Mean Number of Vehicles per Unit - 4.6 

(3) Total Number of Vehicles (1*2)- 1,728 

(4) Number/Type Other End Items 

(a) 924 Communications Equipment 

(b) 1,525 Heavy Engineer Equipment 

(c) 4,954 Weapons 

(d) 85,653 Tents, Screens, Cold Weather Gear, etc 
9. Mobilization Equipment and Training Site (MATES) 

a. Fort Pickett, VA - Not available 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - Not available 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - Not available 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - Wisconsin ARNG MATES 

(1) Number of Support Units - 8 Bn, 7 Sep Company 

(2) Mean Number of Vehicles per Unit - 37.5 

(3) Total Number of Vehicles (1*2)- 562 
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(4) Number/Type Other End Items - 



(a) 391 Communications Equipment 

(b) 113 Heavy Engineer Equipment 

(c) 411 Weapons 

(d) 274 Tents, Screens, etc 

10. USAR Forces School 

a. Fort Pickett, VA - NA 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - NA 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - 7,016 soldiers attended 51 
different courses. 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - 6,003 soldiers attended an unknown 
number of different courses. 

11. Civilian Police Agency Support 

a. Fort Pickett, VA - estimates 16,100 man days training 
provided to FBI, CIA, federal correction officers, special 
operations, and state police. No significant military support 
provided. 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - estimates 1,083 personnel trained from 
police, FBI, CIA, INS, Secret Esrvice, and US Park Police. No 
indication of length of training, whether or not these persons 
trained on more than one visit, or whether or not any troop 
support was provided. 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA - estimates 5,500 man days 
training provided to police and FBI. No significant military 
support provided (10 to 15 troops/month) 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - None specified 

12. Other Civilian Support 

a. Tort Pickett, VA 

(1) Boy Scouts - 80 Boy Scouts, bi-annually, no 
significant military support provided. 

(2) Civil Air Patrol - 300 cadets, annual, no 
significant military support provided. 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA - 9,251 Boy Scouts from 70 troop 
visits. One troop uses the installation for regular meetings, 
y.ost of the troop visits represent one time visits per year. 
Data appears to indicate an average of 6 troops use the . 
installation each month. 
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c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA 



(1) Boy Scouts - 1,172 Boy Scouts (probably includes 
multiple visits) , two/three times per month, less than 10 
soldiers providing support 

(2) Other - estimate of 2,300 personnel visiting the 
installation (probably includes multiple visits) , including 
PA Wing CAP, WWII Historical Society, PTO^G Vet Reunion, 
Handicapped Olympics, etc. 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI - 2,588 Boy Scouts from 216 troops, with 
five troops per weekend. 

12. Other Potentially Useful Information Provided by the 
Installation 

a. Fort Pickett, VA 

(1) Best MOUT site in CONUS 

(2) Central location ■ 

(3) Excellent ranges 

(4) Excellent engineer bridge site 

(5) Total support of civilian community 

(6) Outstanding potential for Regional Training Site 

(7) Four nap of earth (NOE) routes 

(8) Low level background light for NVG training 

(9) TSFO 

b. Fort A P Hill, VA 

(1) CECOM operates a Laser Test Range and Nignt Vision 
Laboratory 

(2) Largest military training area between Fort Bragg, 
NC and Fort Drum, NY. Installation has 40 ranges, 4 0 indirect 
firing points and 13 demolition sites covering 30,000 acres. 
There are 30 training areas and 38 training facilities separate 
from the range complex encompassing an additional 44,000 acres. 
Good maneuver areas and extensive road network 

(3) Research, Development and Engineering Center, Ft 
Belvoir conducts testing and evaluation on mines and explosives. 



(4) A 5,000 foot assualt strip for C-130 aircraft; a 
drop zone and an aerial gunnery complex. 

(6) USN maintains a SEAL camp year round. 

(7) Supports firing of all infantry division weapons 
and weapons systems to include the A-7 and A-10 ground support 
aircraft. 

c. Fort Indiantown Gap, PA 

(1) Air Force operates an air-to-ground range and is 
used by Air Force high performance aircraft. 2,339 sorties flown 
in FY 90. 

(2) Muir Army Airfield - Over 100 aircraft permanently 
stationed. Over 80,000 air movements a year, mostly associated 
with the Eastern Army Aviation Training Site (EAATS) . EAATS is a 
mini-Fort Rucker which conducts pilot and crew-member training 
for RC personnel throughout the year. 

d. Fort Mc Coy, WI * 

(1) 49,700 acres of maneuver training area and 8,000 
acres of impact area. 

(2) The 41 direct fire ranges provide training and 
qualification opportunities for gunners of all direct fire 
systems in the Army inventory. The 42 surveyed artillery firing 
points locating in the north post provide artillery units with 
the opportunity to perform all ARTEP tasks in a realistic yet 
safe training environment. 

(3) Other training facilities include drill fields, 
prisoner of war compounds, wheeled and tracked vehicle driving 
courses, gas chambers, vehicle recovery sites, litter obstacle 
course, deliberate equipment decon site, conditioning course, 
confidence course, bayonet training court, bayonet assault 
course, hand to hand combat court, 32 foot rappel tower, 55 foot 
rappel tower, rope bridge site, infantry battle drill course, 
drop zones, float bridge sites, dry span bridge site and dirt 
assault strip. 

(4) Possesses large amounts of MILES equipment. 

(5) McCoy Army Airfield used by Air Force and Air 
National Guard and will accommodate up to a C130 aircraft. 
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TRAINING EVENTS POSSIBLE 



BRIGADE BATTALION 

ATTACK AP Hill AP Hill 

Pickett 



DEFEND AP Hill AP Hill 

Pickett 

Mc Coy 

MVMENT TO AP Hill AP Hill 
CONTACT Pickett * 



TANK 
GUNNERY 



COMPANY 


PLATOON 




CREW 


Air mil 


AJr nXll 




AP Hill 


Pickett 


Pickett 




Pickett 




Ind Gap 


* 


Ind Gap 


Mc Coy 


Mc Coy 




Mc Coy 


AP Hill 


AP Hxll 




Air nlll 


Pickett 


Pickett 




Pickett 




Ind Gap 


* 


Ind Gap 


Mc Coy 


Mc Coy 




Mc Coy 


AP Hill 


AP Hill 




AP Hill 


Pickett 


Pickett 




Pickett 




Ind Gap 


* 


Ind Gap 


Mc Coy 


Mc Coy 




Mc Coy 








AP Hill 








Pickett 








Ind Gap 








Mc Coy 



* Limited Training 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON. DC 20310-0103 

June 12, 1991 




O - 1 C f 



Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N. W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D. C. 20006 
Dear Mr. Courter: 

This letter responds to your June 7, 1991 request 
for the Army's position on the proposed closure of 
England Air Force Base, Louisiana. 

The Array understands the Air Force need to close 
England Air Force Base. During the Army's deliber- 
ations, the Air Staff ensured that all the support re- 
quirements of the Joint Readiness Training Center, if 
stationed at Fort Polk, Louisiana, could be met in 
light of the recommendation to close England Air Force 
Base. 




In the original stationing studies for the Joint 
Readiness Training Center, England Air Force Base was 
identified as the primary air support site, with 
Chennault Field as an alternate. However, analysis has 
shown Barksdale Air Force Base and Chennault Field can 
be used to meet our requirements. Should the Secretary 
of Defense's recommendations to close England Air Force 
Base and station the Joint Readiness Training Center at 
Fort Polk be accepted, please be assured that all air- 
field requirements for the JRTC can be fully met. 

The Army would not have gone forward with the 
recommendation to permanently station the Joint Read- 
iness Training Center at Fort Polk if good alternative 
airfield support bases were not available in an 
acceptable area. The center provides unique training 
opportunities for both the Army and the Air Force. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this 
issue. I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr. 
Colin McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production & Logistics). 



Susan Livingstonef 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON. DC 20310-0103 




REPLY TO 
ATTEMTION C " 



June 1 2 , 



1991 




Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 




Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N. W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D. C. 20006 



Dear Mr. Courter: 



This is in response to your letter of May 29, 
1991, requesting an explanation of differences in 
installation rankings used by the 1988 Commission, and 
those developed by the Army to support its current 
recommendations • 

The differences are a result of several factors. 
In developing the current recommendations, the Army 
used attributes which were more comprehensive and which 
relied upon updated and validated data sources. We 
used new models, not in existence in 1988, that calcu- 
lated facility requirements more accurately. The 
specific attributes and data were also the subject of 
extensive audits and validation. 

The 1988 rankings helped the Commission identify 
excess capacity. The 1990/91 rankings provide a start- 
ing point for the Army when assessing alternatives to 
tailor the Army's base structure to a smaller force 
structure. Individual comparisons between an installa- 
tion's rank then, and now, are misleading, since the 
purposes and circumstances are much different. Im- 
provements in data and methodology make such compari- 
sons inappropriate. 

The importance of the installation rankings must 
not be overestimated. The arrays were not used to 
determine which bases to close or realign. Instead, 
they gave the Army a baseline for comparing and evalua- 
ting its installations. 

The Army's rankings have withstood scrutiny by the 
Army's senior leaders, the Army Audit Agency and the 
General Accounting Office. We conducted sensitivity 
analyses to ensure that no attribute's weight would 
distort or bias the final rankings. 
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I am confident that the current rankings provide a 
good means to assess military value and compare and 
evaluate basing options, 

I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr, Colin 
McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production & 
Logistics) . 



Sincerely, 



^^^^^^ 



Susan Livingstone 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THB CMI«F OP NAVAU OPERATIONS 
WASHINOTON. DC 20380-2000 



IN nSPLT NCrER TO 

11000 

Memo 44C1/61 
13 June 1991 



HEMORMTOUM FOR THE BASE CIX)StrRE COHMISSIOK 
Sutojs BASE CIiOST3RE AND REALI<5NMENT 

M (a) Re«ia«t for additional infonoation dat^d 10 June 1991 
End: (1) Response to items 4, 6, 7, and 16 

1 Enclosure (l) is forwarded in partial response to the request 
f;r additiSwl information forwarded by reference (a) • 




Lon 

Director, Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to: OASD (P&L) 




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

HEADQUARTERS UN[TED STATES AIR FORCE 
WASHINGTON* D.C. 20330 



Mr James Courter 
Chainnan 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. Suite 400 
Washington, D.C 20006-1604 



1 3 JUN 1991 
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Dear Mr Courten 

This is in response to your 24 May 1991 letter requesting specific infonnation on 
Williams and Eaker Air Foree Bases. 

GENERAL QUESTIONS (Williams AFB) 

Question 1: The presentation asserted that: In evaluating Williams AFB the Air 
Force rated the airspace low because they were unaware of the recently established 
MOA 4. This airspace, it was asserted, would significantiy improve the base's rating. 

Answer The recently established MOA was considered while rating the base 
during the base closure evaluation process. Even though this airspace does provide the 
base with additional capability not previously available on a consistent basis, the magnitude 
of civil aviation operations continues to impact base operations. Future base operations 
should be impacted at a greater degree as tiie number of civil operations is predicted to 
increase by more than 40% during the next several years. 

Question 2: It was also stated tiiat tiie ATC Program Training Document clearly 
identifies Williams AFB as the best pUot training base. In responding to this point please 
include a copy of the referenced document 

Answer The term "best" pilot training base is not used in referenced document 
It appears to be someone's conclusion tiiat Williams AFB is the "best" pilot training base 
without considering facts such as long term capabilities and airspace. A copy of the 
requested document is attached. The infonnation contained in tiiis document is consistent 
witii that used by tiie Air Fdroe in analyzing Uie subcategay of Flying/Tiaining. 

GENERAL QUESTION (Eaker AFB) 

Question 3: In the Eaker AFB presentation it was stated that tiie Air Force analysis 
was biased by subclement one of criteria one. SpecificaUy, bases witii declining force 
structure received a negative bias by downgrading for its force structure which is not a 
valid measure of tiie base's value. 

Answer The grading of Subclement 1, Criteria 1, was done specifically by weapon 
system in order not to bias a base because its aircraft were being retired The question 
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highlights whether the base's assigned weapon system will remain in the inventory as an 
integral part of the Force Structure Plan or be phased out. 



Eaker AFB has B-52G aircraft assigned These aircraft are being phased out of the 
inventory, therefore a grade of "R" was assigned. Similarly, Plattsburgh AFB*s FB-lllA 
aircraft arc being phased out and have also received a grade of "R". In contrast, Carswell 
AFB— also recommended for closure— with B-52H aircraft assigned, which arc not being 
phased out, received a rating of "G". Subelement 1 of Criteria 1 is only one of over 80 
subelements used to analyze the base and did not provide negative bias but did highlight a 
base that might have excess capacity as a potential base closure or as a potential receiving 
location. 

Hopefully this response will be of use in your deliberations. 

Sincerely, 



EUGEKELHRBWMajGemUSRF 
Director 

Directorate cf*"?^7ains 



1 Atch 

I^ogram Flying Training Document 



DACS-DM(TABS) ,4 
MEMORANDUM FOR AECORO 

AndfrsoA "^t" Closure Commission Staffer Roydell 

it Port D*i*L *''L«?f5*?h.V°r °" "Jf''**^ ''^ retained 
today^i helriiS?. Conunissioners had asked during 

9« nnn*"?^*^"""* that Our initial estimate was that DOD would retain 
MatifnMi r^!;^ fluctuate depending upon USAF/USAR/ 

^^"^ requirements, as well as State of New Jersey 
outgrant requests. Two-thirds of the cantonment area will be 

m????^^« t"inin9 «ea», and critical facilites (« 3 

million SF) will be retained. 

3. Total Time: 10 min. ] 



Maure4n Wylle f 
PrQ/)ect Manager 
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THE JOINT STAFF 

WASHINGTON, DC 



14 June 1991 



REPLY ZIP CODE: 
20318-5000 



HEnORANDUN FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

(PRODUCTION AND LOGISTICS) 



Subject: Base Closure Commission Request for Testimony 



1. The Base Closure Commission requested CINCSOC and two of his 
staff (Col Paul Morgan and Col Palmer Rowe) testify on potential 
closure of MacDill at 0800, 17 June 1991. Chairman Courter wanted 
the entire Commission to hear the same classified briefing that he 
heard when he was at MacDill. The testimony will not be above the 
TOP SECRET level. 

2. CINCSOC is not available on 17 June. The Commission agreed 
that B6 Edward Brya, the SOCOM J-3« would attend in his place. 

3. Additional attendees will be Col Leon Wilson from SOCOM and 
Col Jeffrey Fletcher and Ms Harilynn Wilson from the Joint Staff. 

4. Questions can be directed to my POC: Ms Marilynn Jiilson, J-5 
Policy, extension 32745. ^ (" ) 




COEftOME JONES 
Brigadier Qenenal. 
Depufr Directof , 
SMiQf end PoHcy, J'ft 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. DC 20350-2000 

IN RCPLV REFCB TO 

11000 

Mem 441D/62 
14 Jun 91 



MEMORAHCUM FOR THE BASB CLOSTOE COHKISSION 
Subj: SASE CLOSITRE iOO) EEALICmiENT 

Ref : (a) Multiple £el^ons^twean BCRC Mr, Patrick/0P-441C 
CDR KftndaWu----^ 

End: (1) Information regarding financing for section 801 
housing pro j act for NAVSTA statan Island 

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded, in response to your request of 
reference (a) . 





Copy to: OASD (P&L) 
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Staten Island Sfect^^on 801 Wftngitief Project 



Financing of this project is arranged through the sale of commercia: 
bonds. 

Total financing required i» S126 ttillion, which is being marketed ii 
two bond sales 

Series I bonds $34 million - to institutional investors 
Series II bonds- $92 aillion - for public sale 

The $60 million Letter of Credit issued by the Bank of New Yor] 
(BNY) »»backfi up" tha Series II bond sale, and is sufficient tt 
insure the construction portion of the project, BNY has also agreec 
to purchase the entire Series II bond offering at a fixed percentagt 
rate, and remains a fallback position for the developer in the even- 
that the public offering requires paying a higher rate than tha- 
with BNY. 

The Series I bond sale is backed by the value of the land upon whicl 
the project is being developed. 



ENCLOSURE [ J ) 
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TUF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE NAVY 

FOB im. «>•• 

Principal Deputy 

*<nri« were received from 
The attached luestlons were ^^^^^^ 

^ntwfrf wlllVSr^vlfer^o the BCRC .tar.. 

Oenle McBurnett 
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS FOR THE BCRC 

1. Why did the Navy choose to go with four warfare centers 
dlBtributed among the SYSCOMS vs a more centralized management 
with one Director of Navy Laboratories? 

The first task in the consolidation effort was to bring like 
functions together under one organisation and to form the 
warfare centers. We studied two options for the chain ot 
command for the warfare centers. One was the structure that 
it currently proposed and the second was the formation of a 
central management organization. Because of the size of the 
consolidated structure, such an organization would, by 
default, become a Systems Command-like organization, sucn an 
organization would require a sizable support staff to deal 
with contracting, funding and legal iE**L!JS2nL nf th. 

advantages of such an organisation are the independence of the 
activities and the synergy that would exist across all of the 
RDT&E and engineering support activities. Despite tne 
attractiveness of these advantages* we felt that they were 
outweighed by the requirement to establish a new, i«rge 
management headquarters which adds a management layer and the 
difficulty such\n organisational structure ^<^wl^.""^e for 
the integration between the managers of our PF09r*»J ^i"- 

cycle support and the personnel who provide them with . 

tJchnical support. Thi SYBCOMs provide the life-cycle jupport 
to tSe fleet and the Centers provide technical -^PPOJ^ ^o the 
fleet. The vertical nature of the chain of command for the 
8YSC0M8 and the Centers will make the integration these two 
functions difficult. TO provide the needed cross-warfare 
center coordination and synergy, we have •«tablished the Navy 
Laboratory/center Commanders Group. This group i» composed of 
the commanders and Technical Directors of ••chj)f the warfare 
centers and the corporate laboratory. Their charter is to 
prevent duplication across center boundaries, i^^tegrate 

investment^^and business plans, and P'«>^i<»S .JJI) °P*" J^^S"^J°h 
air and resolve problems. This is a coordinating group with 
no directive authority. We have also provided 'ff the 
oversight of the laboratory and centers. This oversight is 
accomplished through the Navy Laboratory/Center Oversight 
council. The three core members of this Council are the 
ASN(RD&A), the Vice Chief of Naval Operations «nd the 
Assistant commandant of the Marine Corps. There » 
of members at large which include the SYSCOH Commanders, the 
Chief of Naval Research, the ^SN's, General Council and t^^ 
Office of the CNO. This body does have directive authority 
and is chartered to preclude mission and investment 
duplication, establish the strategic corporate vision and 
reiolve issues. In addition, we have P"yi^*d J^^. .u. 
husbanding of our Science and Technology investment under the 
Chief of Naval Research. 
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While there are advantages for both approaches, we feel that 
weight of the evidence falls clearly with the warfare centers 
reporting to the Systems Commands « 

2. Although you have not developed specific plans^^of 
implementing a scaled down version of the consolidation plan, you 
have stated that you intend to implement as much of the plan as 
possible within the constraints of the law. specifically, what 
parts of the plan could you implement if the Base Closure 
Commission were to remove these facilities from the lint ot 
closures/realignments? Cite examples of the inefficiencies tnat 
would be introduced. 

The ROTfcB, Engineering and Fleet Support Activities 
Consolidation Plan is a wholly integrated plan. The 
activities that would be removed from the plan are at tne 
heart off the goal of establishing full spectrum centers. 
Additionally, the Navy must still accommodate a decrease in 
budget in excess of 20 percent as well as a 20 P^tcjnj. _ 
reduction in the acquisition workforce over the next five 
years. By being prohibited from fully implementing the 
consolidation plan, we will be forced to operate facilities 
that are smaller and less efficient with increased overhead. 
We are keenly aware that every dollar we spend to maintain an 
inefficient shore infrastructure is a dollar that we cannot 
spend to buy and maintain our operating forces. 

Specific examples of inefficiencies aret 

- Restrictions on NUSC New London and N8WC White oak will 
impact the planned improvements and efficiency increases 
In Surface ASW Systems and Submarine warfare systems. 

- Restrictions on DTRC Annapolis will i»P*ct planned 
improvements and efficiency increases in Ship Systems and 
Submarine Quieting. 

- Restricting NBSBA St Inigoes and NADC Warminster will 
prevent almost all of the efficiencies to be gained in 
the Aircraft Division of the Naval Air warfare Center. 

3. Why did the Navy include its ISE, TfiE and in<J^»trlal 
functions in its consolidation plan and not just the Rao centers? 

Under the current organisation we have the B6D centers under 
the Director of Navy Laboratories and the 

engineering centers under the Systems Commands. centers 
have overlapping missions and compete for work. The R&D 
centers have retained programs from beginning through fleet 
support and a number of the engineering centers have Pursued 
R4D projects. We have a situation where our the Navy's RDTfcB 
and Engineering infrastructure is competing internally, m 



JUN 14 '91 14:37 



more proeparous times, this competition is not neceesarily a 
bad thing. However, in the current era of declining resources 
we can no longer afford this divergence. The warfare centers 
will be full spectrum organizations. They will pursue work in 
their leadership areas from basic research, through 
development to fleet support. This provides for centrally 
aanaged workload assignments and for long-term Investment ana 
capability development, with the span of control provided to 
the warfare Center Commander, he will exercise a corporate 
view to overall management of this research, development, ana 
engineering enterprise. The Navy believes that one of tne 
most important benefits of the full spectrum character of its 
warfare center concept is the synergy that results from having 
Bclentists and engineers employed in a technical product area 
♦•from its birth to its grave". Fleet inputs, as well as the 
results of developmental test and evaluation, are readily 
availablt to those designing the product i and P«J^»;"";J;.5||" ^„ 
move through the development cycle with the product, fostering 
technology transition at every stage. This level of synergy 
would not exist in a competitive environment. 



20%"SlandatSry'reduction would be ' f^J^f , ^^^^^IJ^^^.l^T^^^ 
years through attrition and limited consolidation not requiring 

Commission approval? 

By Implementing the full consolidation plan, we anticipate 
realizing approximately one quarter of the mandated personnel 
reduction. More important is that we will achieve this 
reduction by eliminating functions, most of which are overhead 
functions, it w« vera prohibited from implementing the full 
consolidation, we would realise less than one quarter of the 
mandated reductions. We would still have to eliminate the 
positions, but the overhead functions will remain. So there 
will be fewer people to perform the same functions. 

There are a variety of factors affecting the actual number of 
personnel that would be eliminated under any modified plan. 
Without rigorously developing that alternate plan, we don't 
want to speculate, on the numbers. 

5, By warfare center, how many (I) management, (2) 
clerical/administrative, and (3) scientific and . 
positions will be (I) eliminated and (2) transferred under the 
eonaolldatlon plan? 

The following are the approximate numbers of positions eliminated 
and transferred by category. The sum of these categories may not 
equal the total number of personnel moving because there are 
personnel in other categories such as graphics personnel and 
mechanics that are transferring. 
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ELiMiwATED TRAWSrgRREP 

NAVAL SURFACE WARFARE CENTER 

Hanagenenb 30 3.40 

Cleric«l/Adnin 320 96 

6ci«nct/Bngln««rin9 66 874 

NAVAL UKDERSSA WARFARE CENTER 

Nanagament 13 51 

Clerlcal/Admln 90 39 

8ciance/Engina«ring 35 431 

NAVAL AIR WARFARE CENTER 

Management 123 156 

Clerical/Admin 385 120 

Science/Engineering 277 1371 

NAVAL COMMAND » CONTROL AND OCEAN SURVEILLANCE CENTER 

Managenent 11 118 

Clcrlcal/Adnln 159 83 

Science/Engineering 59 1692 



6. Will this consolidation plan result In people with aenioritv 
''bumping" other people out of their positions? How serious will 
this be? What is bein^ done to limit the impact? 

Should a reduction in force be necessary, it would be carried 
out in accordance with governing rules and regulations which 
do provide bumping. The severity of these actions is 
dependent on several factors, one of which is the attrition 
experienced up to the affective date of the drawdown. To 
reduce impact, early out authority would be requested and 
extensive outplacement efforts would be undertaken. 



7. A 5/23/88 DODIG report, "POD Aircraft Engine Teat 
Facilities," found that the Arnold Engineering Development Center 
consumed about 33% more labor hours (costing $.9 million) than 
the Naval Air Propulsion Center. NAPC's professional and 
paraprofessional skill mix resulted in lower operating costs than 
AEDC. However, under the consolidation plan, high altitude, 
large engine testing is being transferred to AEDC. Was the Navy 
aware of this information? why transfer a function to a less 
efficient facility? 

The Navy was fully aware of the results of the DODIG report 
and is in full agreement with it. The main objactive of the 
realignment of air breathing engine testing capability was to 
minimize the total cost to DOD over a long period of time. 
Therefore, we considered not only the operating costs to the 
aircraft programs but also to the cost of maintaining and 



JUN 14 '91 14:39 



upgrading the testing facilities over a long period. Under 
the guidance of DDK(E and the joint Commanders Group (T&E) 
JCG{T$E)) of the Joint Logistics Commanders , a tri-service 
study vas conducted to review the consolidation of 
aeropropuleion facilities. Given the projected workload and 
the facility and technical specialties at the two major DOD 
test Centers^ a study recommendation and subsequent JCG(T&£) 
decision was made to assign lead responsibility for large 
•ngine testing to the Air Force. 

8. Regarding NB6EA St. Inigoes move to Portsmouth, NESEA 
reportedly now occupies 474,00 sq. £t« on base and 80,000 sq ft 
off base in leased facilities. Under the consolidation plan, 
input to the COBRA was for 59,000 sq. ft. of KILCON for a 
maintenance shop at Portsmouth. Please correct these figures or 
otherwise reconcile the differences* 

The number input to the COBRA model for HZLCON are correct. 
Less space is required at Vorttmouth due to manpower 
reductions from consolidation, reduced workload and more 
efficient utilisation of space. The following table 
summarizes the space that will be provided for NESEA transfer. 

T ypa of Space BQ rPQtflgC 

New Construction 49,000 
(Communication Suites - 29,000} 
(Laboratory - 20,000) 

Rehabilitation of Existing Space 10,000 

Utilise existing Space at Portsmouth 40,000 

Resits Programmed MZtCON • 121,000 

Leased Space 163,000 
(including Private/Public Venture) 

« There are 4 programmed HiLCONs previously intended for 8t. 
Inigoes in PY91: through rY94. These are current mission 
requirements that are to be relocated to Portsmouth. The 
HILCONs are not additional requirements due to 
consolidation. 

9. How will moving from St. inigoes affect your ability to 
accomplish the mission considering your current close proximity 
to Pax River? 

Consolidation in the Norfolk area will have no negative 
mission impact. The Naval Air Station , Norfolk and the Naval 
Air Station, Oceana are available to accommodate airfield 
related mission projects. We have also looked into a small 



JUN 14 '91 -14:39 



P.e 



landing field (Fentre«s Field) located away from ait traffic 
conge$tion which could be used for epecial applications, if 
n«e«aaary. 

10. There are documented communicatione-electronics testing 
problema In the Portsmouth area brought about by the very 
congested conditions of the frequency spectrum and the high 
density population in the Portsaouth area. The rural geography 
surrounding NESEA includes a natural ridge in the landscape which 
acts as a barrier between NESEA and the closest metropolitan 
center. Did the Navy consider this problem when it drew up Its 
plans to move from St. inigoes to Portsmouth? What has the Navy - 
done to satisfy itself that the Portsmouth area will nonetheless 
be an acceptable site for this type of work? 

we are confident that all mission related functions can be 
performed In the Norfolk/Portsmouth area without any loss of 
effectiveness. A complete analysis was conducted (both 
TEMPEST survey and EMI analysis) at the proposed site for the 
NCCOSC Bast Coast ISE Directorate. Frequency approval were 
epplied for and received. The site is actually in a non- 
Industrlal area of Chesapeake, VA known as the Bt. Jullens 
Creek Annex of the Norfolk Naval shipyard. 

11. Did the Navy ever consider relocating San Diego to Vallejo? 
If not, why not, conslderino that Vallejo is a "P»""^^? ^ 
area to conduct such operations and sufficient facilities exist 
with the rehabilitation of facilities at Mare Island Naval 
Shipyard? 

The Navy did consider relocating NB8EC, San Diego to vallejo. 
However, the analysis showed that the preferred site is the 
Pt. Loma site In San Olego for the following reasons? 

- Greater personnel efficiencies result from consolidation 
with the NCCOSC headquarters and RDT&E functions at Pt. 
X.oma. One basic support staff will service the 
headquarters and both Directorates. 

- vallejo Is separated from the major west' Coast fleet 
concentration. 

- Significantly more personnel and equipment would have to 
be moved from San dlegd to Vallejo than vice versa. 

- Facilities will become available at Pt. Loma due to 
personnel efficiencies and the transfer of functions from 
NOSC San Diego. 




DEPART^VIENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE CHiEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. DC 20350-2000 



IN REPLY REFER TO 

11000 

Ser 441D/1U597845 
14 June 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Ref: (a) Memo for the Base Closure Commission dtd June 12 1991 

End: (1) Cost Impacts of Delaying T-45 Introduction 

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in amplification to the information 
contained in the response to item 5 of reference (a) - 




P.W. Drennoi 
RADM, CEC, fSN 
Director, Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to. (without enclosures): OSD (P&L) 



COST IMPACTS OF DELAYING T-45 INTRODUCTION 



1. The following are estimated costs provided by NAVAIR relative 
to introducing the T-45 Training System at NAS Meridian and NAS 
Chase Field: 

NAS Meridian 

Site Activation FY-92/93 $23,000,000 
NAS Chase Field 

Site Activation FY-93/94 $23,000,000 
Installation of Additional Trainer $ 2,500,000 

Site activation includes the following contract work: installation 
of the aircraft flight simulators; installation of fiber optic 
cabling and other cabling which interconnects the various nodes of 
the T~45 Training System throughout NAS Kingsville; coordinating 
initial parts delivery, warehousing, and installation and training 
for the repair parts computerized inventory system; coordinating 
procurement and delivery of contractor provided Ground Support 
Equipment; establishing the aircraft maintenance system and standup 
of maintenance personnel; installation and training for the 
computer aided instruction system, training information system, and 
pilot tracking and flight scheduling system; 

2. NAVAIR estimates that there will be a two year delay in IOC of 
the T-45 if NAS Kingsville is closed. This delay would prevent the 
Navy from realizing the annual aircraft operating savings which are 
anticipated from the T-45. The following is a comparison of the 
hourly operating costs of the T-45, T-2 and the TA-4: 

T-45 $539 
T-2 $861 
TA-4 $1,205 

The training syllabus for a strike pilot is 175 hours in the T-45 
and 190 hours in the T-2/TA-4 ( 90hr/100hr ) . Using these parameters 
it would cost $94,325 to train a pilot in the T-45 and $197,990 to 
train a pilot in the T-2/TA-4. This is a savings of $103,665 per 
pilot or $41,466,000 per year for a PTR of 400. This savings, at 
full implementation, will be delayed 2 years if NAS Kingsville is 
closed. The additional cost to the Navy for the delay will be 
nearly $100 million. 

3. Kingsville was designated as the master site for updating the 
above computer systems and MACAIR, who will maintain the system 
software, has already established their headquarters at Kingsville. 
There would be a contract cost to relocate MACAIR personnel and 
offset losses on residences, possibly as much as $2 million. 

The installation and testing of the training systems are almost 
complete at NAS Kingsville. NAVAIR estimates that the cost to ^„ 



diassemble, reassemble, and bring the equipment back to full 
operating condition could cost between $20 million and $35 million 
and tak e over 18 months to complete. 

The following is an estimate summary of non-construction costs: 

Extra Aircraft Operating Costs $ 82M 

MACAIR Personnel Relocation Costs $ 2M 
Relocation of Training Equipment S 35M 

$119M 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OP THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. DC 20350-2000 



IN REPLY REFER TO 

Memo 4 4 ID/ 65 
14 Jun 91 



KEMOMNDDM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Silbj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Rttf t (a) ^^l^orJbtwn BCRC Hr. Patric)?/0P-441D CDR Ching of 
y^_gjari99l 

End: (1) Information regarding ship berthing 

considerations and re(SiiireiaentB for various ship 
classes 

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in response to your reguest of 
reference (a) . 




1, USN 
Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to: OASB (P5*L) 
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DEPARTMENT. OF THE NAVY ^ ' t v 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF. OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. OC 20350*2000 

IN »EPLT ntFCR TO 

Memo 443/64 
14 June 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

Subj z AMENDMENTS TO COBRA ANALYSIS FOR RECRUIT TRAINING CENTERS 
(RTC) SAN DIEGO AND ORLANDO 

Eucl: (1) Revisions to COBRA Analyses for RTC San Diego and RTC 
Orlando 

1. The enclosure provides amended COBRA analyses which more 
accurately reflect full the costs associated with closing each 
RTC. The additional recurring costs shown for RTCs San Diego and 
Orlando capture the costs of moving personnel fro» the RTCs to 
the NTCS where they will undergo their Service A School training 
prior to assignment to the Fleet or Fleet support Units. 

2. These costs derive froa the current relationship between each 
RTC and its adjacent NTC. To the maximum degree possible, ™ 
ensure that recruits undergo basic training at the RTC collocated 
with the NTC where they will undergo their A School follow-on 
training. This policy reduces delay and disruption for the 
recruits, increases efficiency of both the RTC and NTC, and 
avoids the costs and delays associated with moving personnel to 
NTCS located at long distances from the RTC where basic training 
occurs. In addition, a certain percentage of the recruits 
entering without a career field designation will attend A School 
at the NTC collocated with the RTC where they receive recruit 
training* The closing cf one of the RTCs will leave us with two 
RTCs feeding three NTCs and will thereby increase personnel 
ttoving costs, regardless of which RTC is closed. 

3 . The enclosed COBRA analyses assume that closure of either RTC 
San Diego or Orlando will result in RTC Great Lakes, which has 
the -largest capacity, absorbing the closed RTCs entire workload. 
These analyses reflect the additional costs of moving recruits 
for A school Training at either NTC San Diego or NTC Orlando from 
RTC Great Lakes if either one of these RTCs is closed. 3?he ■ 
results of the enclosed analyses reinforce our previously stated 
contention that closure of a RTC by itself does not make sense 
for economic as well as mission-related reasons. Closure only 
makes sense from both economic and mission-related perspectives 
if an entire NTC/RTC complex is closed. We have not provided an 
analysis for RTC Great Lakes since the Commission has removed it 
from consideration. The results of a COBRA analysis for it 
would, however, be consistent with the results obtained for RTCs 
Orlando and San Diego. 




P. W. DiSNNON „ -zy 

RADM, CEC, OSN - ' 

Director. Shore 
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DEPARTMENT/OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF TMt CHICP OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. CC 2O35S>Z000 
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IN RC^LV REFER TO 



Memo 443/63 
14 Juna 1991 



MEMOR^kKDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

Subj : COBSIA REVISIONS FOR KAVSTA NEW YORK 

End: (1) Revised COBRA Analyses for NAVSTA New York 

1. Additional review has revealed sojne shortcomings in the 
previously submitted COBRA analyses • We are concerned that 
inclusion tiie Section 801 housing costs resulted in a skewed 
comparison ot NAVSTA New York relative to the Gulf Coast 
homeports for the follovimg reasons: 

a. The 801 housing annual costs of $19,740/000 included in 
the previous analyses reflects the costs of housing the personnel 
from the ships not yet homeported at NAVSTA New York. 

b. The COBRA analyses for NAVSTAs Mobile and Pascagoula did 
Tiot include any comparable costs (family housing^ leases, or 
BAQ/VHA) for housing personnel of the ships planned for 
homeporting at these ports. 

Accordingly, we have enclosed two new analyses. The analysis 
identified as STANY 04. COB corrects some errors that are 
independent of the 801 housing issue, which require correction 
and which have relatively minor impacts on the model's outcome - 
The analysis identified as STANY 05, COB deletes the Section 801 
costs. As you can see, the deletion of these recurring costs has 
a major impact on the steady state savings, reducing them from 
$47-3M annually to $27. 5M annually. 




P, W.- DRSNNON 
RADM, CEC, USN 
Director, Shore 
Activities Division 
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 



WASHINGTON 



JUN 1 ? 1991 



The Honorable Jim Courter 

Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr Couiter: 

In response to the Base Closure Commission identification of potential additional or 
substitute Air Force installations for closure consideration, I tasked my Base Closure Executive 
Group (BCEG) to re-examine the viability of the Loring AFB closure recommendation. In the 
course of this review, the BCEG examined the issues surfaced by your Commissioners and 
staff as wcD as the information developed by the Maine Congressional delegation and the Save 
Loring Committee. The review was undertaken with the participarion of the Strategic Air 
Command and included data collected from base level. As a result of that analysis, I have 
found no significant deviation from cither the Force Stmciure Plan or the DoD criteria, and still 
strongly lecommend tha Loring AFB be dosed and that Plattsburgh AFB remain open. 

In a related issue, I want to address the importance of ^losing the entire package of 
bases that we had recommended. The number of bases we recommended for closure was 
based on the Force Structure Plan, along with simple mathematics. The Force Structure Plan is 
as accurate a statement of the aircraft and missiles required to accomplish our mission as we 
can make. It is inextricably tied to our declining budget To prevent certain bases from 
closure based on speculation regarding changes to our planned force structure or to defer tough 
closure decisions to subsequent Conmiissions would be a costly mistake. Simply put, if we 
don't close the bases, wc will have no choice but to further reduce Air Force programs, force 
structure and manpower in oxder to pay the Inll to keep unnecessary bases open. 

Rnally, I am not aware of any new data which would justify the closure of Goodfellow 
AFB, or any change to my original recommendation for the partial closure of MacDill AFB. 

I know your task is a tremendously difficult one. I commend the Commission on the 
progress you have niade thus far. Tlie Air Fdioc will continue to be as responsive as possible 



to assist you in this serious undertaking. 




^naid B. Rice 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. DC 2O35O-20O0 



in 



IN REPLY REFER TO 

11000 

Memo 441C/66 
17 June 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Subj : BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Ref : (a) Multiple telecon^ between BCRC (Mr. Patrick) and OP-441C 
(CDR Kendkliy^ 

End: (1) Strategic Homeport Information 

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in response to your request of 
reference (a) . 




:c, usN 
Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to: OASD (P&L) 
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STRATEGIC HOMEPORT INFORMATION 



1. What is the need for ships based at Everett to use training 
ranges in Southern California waters, and the cost differential 
that may result compared to basing those same ships in Southern 
California? 

We estimate that Everett ' based ships will train in Southern 
California (SOCAL) waters on an average of twice a year for 
battlegroup workups, refresher training, etc. Impacts are 
negligible with respect to costs because PACFLT ships operate at 
sea 27 days per quarter. Transit times for ships in Everett will 
be factored into the total at-sea exercise and training package. 
Everett ships will conduct single ship and multi-ship training 
while in transit. The same training for SOCAL bases ships is 
accomplished during cruises in the SOCAL area. If transit time 
alone was used as a determining factor, the difference in cost 
would be approximately $2.5 million per year more for all the 
Everett ships to train in the SOCAL area. Although specific 
training ranges are in SOCAL operations areas, this delta cost can 
be misleading since no at-sea period can be viewed in isolation of 
the total package of training that will be conducted while 
transiting (i.e., lookout, OOD, ASW, RAS training, PASEX, 
ENCOUNTEREX, etc) • The delta between the personnel tempo of 
Everett and Long Beach sailors is negligible because ships will be 
out of homeport 27 days a quarter regardless of homeport. 

2. The following information concerning the 1988 Base Realignment 
and Closure projects which have been awarded at Staten Island is 
provided : 

($ millions) 







OSD 


Curr 










Submit 


Program 


Obligated Expended 


Proi # 


DescriDtion 


Amount 


ftjppunt 


f6/17/91^ 


f6/17/91^ 


lllR 


PW Facility 


5.85 


5.15 


3.717 


1.340 


107R 


BEQ 


9.2 


7.6 


7.27 


1.607 


115R 


NEX Facility 


2.6 


2.6 


2.456 


0.690 


116R 


Phys Fitness 


3.7 


2.6 


2.436 


0.164 


Total 




21.35 


17.95 


15.879 


3.801 
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OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. DC 20350-2000 




IN REPLV REFER TO 



11000 

Memo 4 41D/67 
19 June 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Ref : (a) Telecon btwn BCRC Mr. Patrick/OP-441D CDR Ching of 
17 Jun 1991 

End: (1) Information regarding costs to repair substandard 
piers at Naval Station Long Beach 

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in response to your request of 
reference (a) . 




RADff>^C, USN 

Director, Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to: OASD (P&L) 
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The Naval Facilities Assets Data Base identifies the 
condition of a number of piers at Naval station Long Beach as 
substandard. How much would it cost to bring these piers up to 
adequate standards? 

The staff. Commander in Chief, U.S. Pacific Fleet, has 
identified one Military Construction project (estimated at $3.5 
million) and nine special projects (totaling $13.1 million) 
which would be required to bring the piers at Long Beach up to 
adequate standards. ^ * 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000 

June 19, 1991 



Honorable Jim Court er 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Conmiission's final list of additional options for 
closure or realignment, if recommended by the Commission, would 
represent a significant departure from the Secretary's 
recommendations. Of particular concern is the potential military 
impact of deviations from proposals that were closely coordinated 
between the Military Departments and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
In the case of the Corps of Engineers, I know you can appreciate 
the Secretary's reasons for preferring to work directly with 
Congress. 

While the Commission must review these additional options in 
order to exercise its independent judgment, I would note the 
Department already analyzed many of these options before making 
its recommendations. While these analyses have been previously 
provided to you as part of our overall documentation, I thought 
that the Commission might find summaries of the Department's 
analyses useful for consideration in your final deliberations. 

Finally, I want to stress once again the importance the 
Department places on closing unneeded bases. As the Secretary 
said at his base closure press conference in April, "You get a 
hollow force when you scrimp on any of the unglamorous things and 
pay, instead, for things you don't need, like too many military 
bases. If we keep all of the bases open and have a smaller 
force, we will end up wasting resources to keep bases alive, 
instead of spending money to maintain a quality force." 

lincerely, 
Colin McMillan 




Enclosures 



SUBJECT : Sacramento Army Depot, "Sacramento Plan" Modifications 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES : 

1, Close Sacramento Army Depot. The Depot would transfer all 
workload to the Sacramento Air Logistics Center except an amount 
equivalent to 255 personnel who would transfer to Tobyhanna Army 
Depot. This transfer is necessary because the capacity of the Air 
Logistics Center is not sufficient to absorb all the Sacramento Army 
Depot workload. 

2. All Sacramento Army Depot work would transfer to the Sacramento 
Air Logistics Center except for 236 authorizations for Electro-Optical 
work which would go to Anniston Army Depot. 

DISCUSSION : 

The Department urges approval of the DoD plan for moving workload 
from the Sacramento Army Depot for the following reasons: 

o Cost savings. The DoD plan will result in significantly more 

savings than either alternative 1 or 2. When compared to the $55 
million annual steady state savings for the DoD plan, alternative 
1 would reduce DoD savings by $12 million per year, and 
alternative 2 would reduce DoD savings by $18 million per year. 
If other factors were considered in the calculations of savings, 
such as lower indirect and overhead costs at Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, the DoD plan would show even greater savings when compared 
to alternatives 1 or 2. 

o Flexibility. The DoD plan is an integral part of a comprehensive 
effort to strengthen all depot maintenance activities. To make 
changes to the DoD plan would substantially effect the workload 
changes proposed in several other commodity areas. The Defense 
Depot Maintenance Council reviews the distribution of workload on 
a continuing basis. If the Base Closure Commission were to 
dictate workload distribution, it would make it difficult for DoD 
to obtain future potential savings by using our flexibility to 
move workloads. 

o Utilization. The DoD plan provides more effective use of depot 
capacity. Alternatives 1 and 2 leave Tobyhanna Army Depot 
underutilized. ' 

o Competition. The DoD plan recognizes that even greater savings 
can be achieved through competing "above core" workload 
requirements with industry and other DoD depots. The 
alternatives would not allow competition of the affected 
workload, precluding the realization of these savings. 

The Defense Depot Maintenance Council extensively reviewed the 
original "Sacramento Plan" and rejected it as not cost effective. The 
alternatives should be similarly rejected by the Commission. 



SUBJECT : Forts McCoy, Indiantown Gap, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and 
Buchanan. 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE ; 

Forts McCoy, Indiantown Gap, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and Buchanan 
would be transferred to the Reserve Component as possible additions to 
the Department's recommendations; elimination of the active duty 
presence and transfer to the Reserve Component of Fort Dix, NJ and 
Fort Chaffee, AR. All of these bases except for Fort Buchanan, PR, 
were evaluated by the Army within the Major Training Installation 
category. 

DISCUSSION ; 

The Department of Defense already has the authority to make 
changes in administrative control or garrison configuration of its 
installations outside of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (P.L. 101-510) framework. While we agree that the 
principle of National Guard control may have some merit in limited 
circumstances, it is clearly prudent to await the final results of the 
study of Reserve Component (RC) training strategies and management of 
training areas before making any changes in administrative control. 

Forts McCoy, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and Indiantown Gap all support 
both active and reserve training. Fort Buchanan, a sub-installation 
of Fort McPherson, primarily supports the administration of the Army's 
presence on Puerto Rico. As a command and control type installation, 
it has no training area, and few ranges. 

It is misleading to assume that significant savings are possible 
by transferring major training area installations to the reserve 
components. Transferring funding responsibility from the active 
component to the guard or reserve component does not, in itself, 
create savings. Most savings occur through effective use of personnel 
resources which cannot be determined without site visits and workload 
analysis. The garrisons in question are currently small and operate 
with a minimal staff. Therefore the ability to further economize is 
questionable. 

It should be noted that an earlier study of the issue of 
administrative control, completed in 1986, found that Congressional 
ceilings on Active Guard and Reserve, and Guard military technician 
spaces would be a significant constraint if responsibility were passed 
to either the National Guard or the U. S. Army Reserve. 

In conclusion, the Department opposes the transfer of these 
installations pending completion of the above-referenced study. 
Additionally, the proposed transfer may not necessarily be more 
cost-effective. Once the reserve training study is complete around 
the Spring of 1992, the Army can and will exercise the authority it 
already has to make changes in administrative control and garrison 
configurations between active duty and reserve forces, if 
appropriate. 



SUBJECT: Forts Hamilton and Totten, New York 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE ; 

Transfer the operational control of Forts Hamilton and 
Totten in New York from the Army to the Navy. 

DISCOSSION ; 

There are no proven operational or economic advantages to be 
gained by such a transfer at this tine. 

The missions of this complex are area^oriented and are not 
being eliminated. The Army is required to support the current 
missions for the foreseeable future. If an agreement could be 
reached between the Navy and the Army over the geographic support 
to all DoD operations in the New York city area, consolidations 
between Army and Navy installations and operations could occur. 
In the absence of such an agreement and without the time to do 
the necessary analysis and negotiation, it is not prudent to 
close, realign or transfer operational control of either 
installation at this time. 

The Department of Defense already has the authority to make 
changes in administrative control of its installations outside of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (P.L. 101- 
510) framework, should circumstances warrant. 



SUBJECT : U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Reorganization 



DESCRIPTION OF RLTERNRTIVE ; 

Include the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers reorganization 
study in the Comiaission's recoimendations . 

DISCUSSION : 

The Department recommends elimination of the Corps from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Although the Secretary of Defense supports the need to 
reorganize the Army Corps of Engineers, he did not include it in 
the DoD recommendations to the Commission. At the request of 
leaders of the House Public Works and Transportation Committee, 
Secretary Cheney agreed to submit separate legislation in 
consideration of the civil works committee's jurisdictional 
authorities. On May 24, 1991, the Defense Department forwarded 
the legislative proposal and the Corps of Engineers 
Reorganization Study to Congress, and urged the expeditious 
enactment of the legislative proposal. 



SUBJECT: Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE ; 

Close Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA 
DISCUSSION ; 

NSY Long Beach should not be considered a substitute for NSY 
Philadelphia, even though both are non-nuclear shipyards. Excess 
drydock capacity exists on the east coast while it does not on 
the west coast. NSY Long Beach has already been downsized and 
restructured to properly balance its workload and workforce to 
operate effectively and efficiently. Based on the New Threat 
Upgrade (NTU) modernization of conventional surface ships, Long 
Beach's final cost per ship modernization to the customer (the 
fleet) is about 15% less than Philadelphia. 

NSY Long Beach is the third largest shipyard (private or 
public) on the west coast and is the only public shipyard on the 
west coast that bids on surface ship repair. Without this 
shipyard, the public/private competition program would cease to 
exist on the west coast. NSY Long Beach was placed in service 42 
years ago and is the Navy's youngest shipyard. Additionally, it 
is only 115 miles north of San Diego and is therefore close to 
the major fleet concentration. This is important because San 
Diego, unlike Norfolk, does not have a major collocated shipyard. 
In all, NSY Long Beach is in close proximity to the vast majority 
(70%) of the Pacific surface fleet. 

NSY Long Beach is designated as the contingency drydock for 
emergency docking of nuclear aircraft carriers on the west coast 
in the event that Drydock Number 6 at NSY Puget Sound, WA is not 
available. NSY Long Beach provides the only large drydock for 
conducting routine maintenance work on all large ships in 
Southern California. In total, its three drydocks provide 52% of 
the drydock capacity (both public and private) in the region. 
This situation is in contrast to that on the east coast where 
three shipyards capable of docking aircraft carriers and large 
ships are located in close proximity to fleet concentrations 
(i.e., Norfolk, Newport News, and Philadelphia). If NSY Long 
Beach is closed, all aircraft carriers, large amphibious and 
replenishment ships would be forced to leave Southern California 
for drydocking. The nearest alternative drydocks are at Puget 
Sound (1300 NM) and Pearl Harbor, HI (2600 NM) . These yards 
would have insufficient capacity to handle NSY Long Beach's 
current workload. The resulting crew relocation and family 
separation would cause a major degradation in quality of life for 
the crews of these ships. By having NSY Long Beach near San 
Diego few, if any, families have to relocate during major repairs 
or overhauls. 



SUBJECT ; Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX 
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE ; 

Close Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX. 
DISCUSSION ; 

Closure of NAS Kingsville is a less attractive alternative 
than closure of NAS Chase Field because: 

o Infrastructure to support T-45 aircraft is in place at NAS 
Kingsville, (i.e., trainers, aircraft maintenance 
facilities, and jet engine test cell). Moving the T-45 
aircraft function to NAS Chase will cost an estimated $25.5 
million. 

o NAS Kingville has dual runways (two parallel runways 

bisected by two parallel crosswind runways) allowing more 
flexibility in conducting training operations than at NAS 
Chase which has two parallel runways and a single crosswind 
runway. 

o NAS Kingsville has newer facilities in better state of 

repair than NAS Chase. This results in lower maintenance 
costs and more efficient operations. 

o Closure of NAS Kingsville would cause a two year delay in 
T-45 Initial Operating Capability. 



SUBJECT ; Meridian Naval Air Station, MS 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERKATIVE ; 

Close Meridian Naval Air Station, MS. 
£ISSS8SIQ£[: 

Closure of NAS Meridian is a less attractive alternative to 
NAS Chase Field because: 

o NAS Meridian could not be utilized as an Outlying Field 

(OLF) as it is too far away from other training fields. NAS 
Chase is close enough to Kingsville to be used as an OLF and 
would provide flexibility during T-45 transition and surge. 

o Reconstitution of the force can be more readily accomplished 
at NAS Chase than NAS Meridian. NAS Meridian is near enough 
to major air hubs that airlines would find the air space 
attractive. If NAS Meridian is closed, the Navy would 
probably lose the airspace with little chance of recovery. 
NAS Chase is remote from airline hubs, with little 
competition for its airspace. 

o Return on investment years for NAS Meridian closure is 
approximately five times longer than that for closure of 
either NAS Chase or NAS Kingsville. 

o NAS Meridian has the most modem design of any NAS; NAS 

Chase dates from the WWII era. Being newer, NAS Meridian is 
easier to maintain. The runways at NAS Meridian are built 
to newer criteria. They are staggered and offset to allow 
an increased tempo of operations accommodating simultaneous 
landings or take-offs and more aircraft in the pattern at 
the same time. Additionally, the operations area at NAS 
Meridian is remote from the administrative and training 
area. This arrangement is more efficient because there is 
less noise impact on classroom training. 



SUBJECT ; Staten Island Naval Station, NY 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE ! 

Close Staten Island Naval Station, NY 
DISCUSSION ; 

The Department is opposed to the closure of Staten Island 
Naval Station. 

The Secretary of the Navy's Base Structure Committee rated 
Naval Station New York (Staten Island) high in overall military 
value. NAVSTA New York received high ratings in both the mission 
and land/ facilities assessment categories. Staten Island's new 
and excellent facilities are state of the art in terms of their 
ability to support homeported ships. Staten Island, as a 
homeport, is 78% complete. The Shore Intermediate Maintenance 
Activity (SIMA) is in a newly constructed facility, with up-to- 
date equipment. The SIMA will provide modern ship intermediate- 
level maintenance work more efficiently than those at existing 
older facilities. The SIMA at Staten Island also provides 
intermediate level maintenance support for ammunition ships at 
the Naval Weapons Station at Earle, NJ. 

Ship homeport assignments for Staten Island have been 
carefully developed to ensure that crew sizes and corresponding 
family housing requirements will be adequately satisfied by Navy- 
sponsored housing in the immediate area. 

The geographic location of Staten Island, in an area with a 
large Naval Reserve population, makes retention of this facility 
desirable. The assignment of ships to Staten Island to support 
reserve training is in full support of the Navy's Total Force 
concept. The demographics are good and will allow for sufficient 
manning of these ships; a vital factor of the Navy's 
reconstitution intentions in time of emergency. 

Staten Island has specifically designed modern facilities 
for new class ships such as the deep draft, power intensive CG-47 
class AEGIS cruisers. The facilities at Staten Island have a low 
level of maintenance and repair requirements due to their 
newness. Other hoideports, with some facility and support 
improvements, could accommodate the ships currently planned. for 
Staten Island. The added costs of upgrading and maintaining 
older facilities at existing bases (costs not now included in the 
Defense budget) must be weighed against the lower cost of 
maintaining this new base. 



SUBJECT ! Treasure Island Naval Station, CA 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES ; 

1. Realign Treasure Island Naval Station, CA, eliminating 
excess berthing capacity but retaining all necessary 
administrative, training, housing, and personnel support 
functions for the San Francisco Bay Area naval complex. 

2. Realign Treasure Island to retain only the housing. 
DISCUSSIONt 

The Naval Station is not a "stand alone" activity. The bulk 
of its functions support the entire San Francisco Bay Area Navy 
complex or are related to the support provided to tenant 
activities, family housing residents of Treasure Island, and 
transient personnel. Additionally, the berthing capacity of 
Treasure Island, while small, provides flexibility in 
accommodating Bay Area operations. 

The new brig and medical/dental clinic, the large Coast 
Guard presence, the port services/ operations function, the Naval 
Technical Training Center, a new state of the art fire fighting 
school that meets local clean air standards, and the large 
numbers of units of family housing are all indicative of Treasure 
Islands importance to the San Francisco Bay Area Navy complex. A 
significant number of activities supporting the Bay area would 
require relocation and construction at other locations in the Bay 
area in the event of a large realignment as described in 
alternative 2. 

It makes no sense to recreate this complex of tenants 
elsewhere in the area, especially if the housing at Treasure 
Island and the Technical Training Center were to remain in place. 



SUBJECT ; San Diego Naval Training Center, CA 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE ; 

Realign/close San Diego Naval Training Center, CA. 
DISCUSSION : 

The Department is opposed to the closure of NTC San Diego. It 
is not the most cost effective option: 



Closure of NTC San Diego is also not operationally sound. 
Retaining NTC San Diego due to its collocation with fleet units 
enhances the Navy's informal program to keep personnel sea-shore 
duty rotations in the same geographical area. This results in a 
savings of nearly $13 million per year in Permanent Change of 
Station (PCS) and Temporary Attached Duty (TAD) expenditures as 
follows: 

o Over 2,000 staff billets (93 officer and 1,919 enlisted) 

support NTC San Diego. An estimated 50% of these billets are 
filled by PCS transfers from San Diego area commands. This 
results in a PCS savings of $6 million per year. 

o The Service School Command (SSC) San Diego is the major west 
coast single site training facility, offering 102 advanced 
occupational courses with a duration to more than 12 days ("C" 
schools) , and 21 team training and technical courses of 12 day 
or less in duration ("F" schools). These schools support 
fleet units located along the west coast, in Hawaii and the 
western Pacific. Estimated Fy-97 inputs for SSC San Diego "C" 
and "F" schools are 6,930 and 4,700 respectively. Relocation 
of these schools to Great Lakes would increase TAD 
expenditures by $6.8 million per year in travel expenses 
alone. 

Collocation of the Recruit Training Command (RTC) San Diego 
with the fleet allows interaction with fleet commands. Regular 
fleet visits serve to ensure that newly trained recruits meet fleet 
requirements. Fleet personnel visit the RTC weekly. On average, 
recruit companies are able to participate in at least two open 
discussions with fleet personnel and share fleet experiences. 

Unlike Orlando, relocation of the type of technical training 
conducted at SSC San Diego would disrupt training pipelines for 
nearly 8,500 students. This would reduce fleet readiness in 
essential technical skill ratings, internal Communications, 
Engineman, Electricians Mate, and Machinists Mate occupational 
skill training would be out of service for three months to one 
year. Radioman occupational schools would be out of service for at 
least one year to re-engineer and re-install associated training 
devices and lab equipment. 



NTC Orlando 
NTC San Diego 



Cost 
397M 
54 9M 



fiOI Years 
11 Years 
100 Years 



SUBJECT : Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD) , San Diego, CA 
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERKRTIVES : 

1. Close and sell HCRD San Diego and relocate the mission and 
personnel to Marine Corps Base (MCB) , Camp Pendleton, CA. The 
HCRD would continue as a stand-alone entity within Camp 
Pendleton, but share common areas of support. 

2. Close and sell MCRD San Diego and relocate the mission and 
personnel to MCRD Parris Island, SC. This would combine the two 
commands as the sole Marine Corps command/ location for recruit 
training. 

DISCUSSION : 

The Marine Corps is opposed to the closure of MCRD San 
Diego. 

MCRD San Diego trains 55% of all Marine recruits. 
Relocation of the MCRD to either location would virtually 
eliminate surge capacity essential to rapidly expand recruit 
throughput for mobilization during time of national emergency. 

The personnel loading and training mission cannot be 
absorbed at Camp Pendleton without largely replicating San 
Diego's infrastructure. Facilities would also have to be 
constructed at Parris Island and facility deficiencies at both 
locations would have to be corrected. 

Both locations have significant impediments to accommodating 
the MCRD mission and personnel. MCRD Parris Island is 
essentially all wetlands, which limits development under section 
404 of The Clean Water Act and the President's policy of no net 
loss of wetlands. MCB Camp Pendleton is constrained by a limited 
water supply from already stressed aquifers and by the 
competition for land use in support of current training missions. 

It is unlikely that the cost of either relocation could be 
offset through real property sales. Approximately 40% of MCRD 
San Diego is filled tidal lands to which the State claims 
ownership. Also, the large common boundary with San Diego's 
civilian airport (Lindbergh Field) makes a large public discount 
allowance transfer for airport expansion almost a certainty. 
Further, disposition of the property is limited by the National 
Historic Preservation Act , under which 25 of the MCRD's buildings 
and approximately 25% of land are listed in the National Register 
of Historic Places. 




SUBJECT ; Goodfellow Air Force Base, San Angelo, TX 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES : 

1. Close Goodfellow AFB as an alternative to closing 
Lowry AFB, CO. 

2, Close Goodfellow AFB in addition to Lowry AFB, CO. 



DISCUSSION ; 

The Department is opposed to the closure of Goodfellow AFB. 
The closure of Lowry AFB is a better option from a capacity, 
military value and cost standpoint. 

Goodfellow AFB is one of the Air Force's six Technical 
Training Centers. Others are Chanute AFB, IL (1988 Base Closure 
Commission decision to close in Fy93) , Keelser AFB, MS; Lackland 
AFB, TX; Sheppard AFB, TX; and Lowry AFB, CO. The primary 
mission of Goodfellow AFB is to provide general and cryptologic 
intelligence training for the Air Force, other DoD agencies, and 
allied forces. Goodfellow also supports El Dorado AFS, located 
35 miles away, whose primary mission is to provide submarine and 
intercontinental ballistic missile attack warning. El Dorado 
AFS*s mission is not projected to decrease and no other military 
installation is readily located to provide the necessary support. 

The Air Force projects that $116 in MILCON would be required 
to conduct Goodfellow AFB courses elsewhere, while the net cost 
of implementing the closure of Lowry is expected to be only $48M. 

With Air Force enlisted accession dropping from 40,000 to 
30,000 per year, the Air Force projects approximately 20% excess 
capacity in its Technical Training Centers (TTC) after Chanute 
AFB is closed in Fy93. Lowry AFB contributes 17% of TTC facility 
capacity, Goodfellow AFB contributes only 6%. Closing Lowry AFB 
saves 11% more manpower ($5.7M annually) and annual Real Property 
Maintenance (RPM) savings are $5.5M more through closing Lowry 
AFB. Closing both bases would take more than the identified 
excess capacity, would require additional construction, and would 
jeopardize essential surge capacity. 

Excess facilities at the other Technical Training Centers 
are more readily adapted to courses from Lowry AFB than 
Goodfellow AFB, due the classified and sensitive nature of most 
Goodfellow AFB courses and the resultant security requirements. 
Goodfellow therefore has a higher military value than Lowry. 
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SUBJECT ; MacDill Air Force Base, FL 



DESCRIPTION OF RLTERKATIVE ! 

Close MacDill AFB and relocate CENTCOM and SOCOM. 
DISCUSSION ; 

The Secretary of Defense recoiomended the partial closure of 
MacDill AFB. The flying mission and Joint Communications Support 
Element would realign to other bases. CENTCOM and SOCOM would 
remain in-place. The Air Force estimates partial closure of 
MacDill AFB to cost $29M and complete closure, including 
realignment of CENTCOM and SOCOM, would cost $220M. 

The Air Force Base Closure Executive Group investigated the 
Air Force Systems Command (AFSC) facilities at Andrews AFB, MD as 
a potential receiver location for realigning missions; however, 
the group concluded the space could better be utilized by DoD to 
reduce dependency on National Capital Region leased space. The 
Defense Authorization Act for 1991 (Section 2803) establishes 
restrictions on the amount of leased space that DoD can occupy 
during 1991-1993. In addition, the Department is opposed to 
moving additional missions into the Washington area. 

Finally, the AFSC HQ building has 347,371 sg ft; CENTCOM and 
SOCOM currently occupy 442,164 sq ft at MacDill (CENTCOM 190,522 
sq ft, SOCOM 251,642 sq ft). 



SUBJECT ; Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES : 

1. Close Plattsburgh AFB as a s\ibstitute for another base in 
the strategic category. 

2. Close Plattsburgh AFB in addition to Loring AFB, ME. 

DISCDBSIOK ! 

The Department is opposed to the closure of Plattsburgh AFB. 

HQ SAC basing requirements substantiate the need for a 
northeastern tanker base. SAC can not operationally afford to 
close both Plattsburgh AFB and Loring AFB. 

A northeast base is required for Tanker Task Force and MAC 
European/CENTCOM support missions. The task force operates six 
to eight rotational KC-135 aircraft supporting European bound 
aircraft deployments. The task force can not operate effectively 
from any base further west than Plattsburgh AFB and there would 
be a day-to-day Emergency War Order alert shortfall of 6-9 
tankers should both bases close, even considering Air Reserve 
Component tanker beddown. Also, Tanker Task Force infrastructure 
is already in-place and operations are currently being conducted 
from Plattsburgh AFB. 

Plattsburgh AFB has approximately 60% more aircraft parking 
space than Loring AFB and annual operating costs are $9 million 
less. Also, historical weather data shows less severe weather at 
Plattsburgh AFB. For these, and other reasons, Plattsburgh AFB 
ranks higher in military value than Loring AFB. 

The most convincing argument for not closing both 
Plattsburgh and Loring AFBs was presented to the Commission in a 
classified session on June 6, 1991. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Ref : (a) Telecon btwn BCRC Mr. Patrick/OP-441D CDR Ching of 
18 Jun 1991 

End: (1) Information regarding Pier Echo at Naval Station 
Long Beach 

(2) Information regarding the "Case for Chase" 

1. Enclosure (1) is provided in response to your request of 
reference (a) . 

2. Enclosure (2) was provided as background information to 
Congressman Ortiz at his request and is, therefore, provided for 
your information as well. 




Activities Division 



Copy to: OASD (P&L) 



Pier ECHO at Long Beach does not appear in the NAVFAC data base 
extract used as a baseline for the Category lA (Naval Stations) 
pier length calculations. This pier, with 2.9KFB, was formerly a 
part of the Naval Shipyard, Long Beach. Information received 
from CINCPACFLT staff in response to a query indicates that Pier 
ECHO was turned over to the Naval Station in February 1990. The 
data base update apparently occurred after the Base Closure 
extract was made. CINCPACFLT staff also advises that Pier ECHO 
is being used for general purpose berthing; LHAs are tied up 
along the west wall and AORs are tied up along the south wall. 
The berthing assets at NAVSTA Long Beach should be increased by 
2.9KFB to a total of 13.8KFB. The increased capacity reflected 
by this correction is offset by a corresponding increase in the 
amount of reduction associated with the Navy's proposed closure 
of Naval Station Long Beach, resulting in no change to the 
previously calculated net berthing excess. 



ENCLOSURE ( I ) 



17 JUNE 1991 



PURPOSE 

o To provide clarification of points raised in "The Case for 
Chase". * 

BACKGROUND 

o "The Case for Chase" was developed by the local community . 
to justify retention of NAS Chase Field suggesting that another 
strike pilot training base be considered. 

o The presentation contained some inaccuracies and over 
stated some points. 

DISCUSSION 

o The 1988 Base Closure Evaluation criteria contained a 
maximum possible 475 points. The point spread between the highest 
and lowest strike pilot training base was 9 points. This is a 
deviation of less than 2% from the highest rating to the lowest and 
is statistically insignificant. The evaluation was not designed to 
rank the bases but to identify their relative strengths and 
weaknesses. 

o The Base Closure Evaluation Criteria, when reviewed by the 
Base Structure Committee, were determined to be biased in favor of 
retaining bases and the results of the evaluation were therefore 
used as only one element upon which the BSC based their overall 
assessment of a base in reaching the Navy base closure 
recommendation . 

o A comparison of the average strike pilot graduation rate 
(1985-1989) per aircraft assigned to each strike pilot training 
base provides the following PTR productivity results: 

Aircraft Average Annual Average Pilot 

. Assigned Pilot Graduation Graduation Per 

Aircraft 

Chase Field 125 156 1.25 

Kingsville 122 157 1.29 

Meridian 109 134 1.23 

There is an insignificant difference in productivity per aircraft 

assigned between bases. 

o "The Case for Chase" quotes a 12 April 1990 Chief of Naval 
Air Training (CNATRA) letter which states that NAS Meridian 
suffered from severe airspace limitations. This position was 
changed in a subsequent CNATRA letter stating that runways were the 
limiting factor for training. 



ENCLOSURE (2.) 



o "Chase/Kingsville can produce 428 PTR with no MILCON 
expense." Statement ignores that it will cost at least 
$15.4 million to construct facilities for the T-45 at NAS Chase 
Field. 

o "Chase/Kingsville can produce 500 PTR with the T-45." 
It does not contain the complete CNATRA analysis: 
Maximum PTR Chase Field/Kingsville - 527 

PTR Capability without NAS Chase Field 

PTR 

NAS MERIDIAN 239 
NAS KINGSVILLE 274 

513 

PTR Capability with OLF Chase Field 

NAS MERIDIAN 239 
NAS KINGSVILLE 373 

612 

o When the ability to accommodate major pilot training surge 
or reconstitution are considered, the combination of two Texas 
bases can accommodate a maximum PTR of 527, with the T-45. A 
Kingsville/Meridian combination with OLF Chase Field could produce 
a PTR of 612 with the T-45. 

o "The case for Chase" Facility Comparison presentation 
presents some inaccuracies based on the Naval Facilities 
Engineering Command (NAVFAC) Facility Data Base: 

- NAS Chase Field has only 181,056 SF of hangar bay area 
vice the 205,424 SF shown in the comparison. 

- NAS Meridian has 299,863 SY of apron space vice the 
288,263 SY shown in the comparison. 

- The source data for training space comparison can not be 
determined but the following is a comparison from the NAVFAC data 
base of operational trainer building area: 

NAS KINGSVILLE 53,556 SF 

• NAS MERIDIAN 33,534 SF 

NAS CHASE FIELD 25,550 SF 

o When the ability to accommodate training simulators is 
considered, Chase Field has the smallest existing trainer area as 
illustrated above. 

o When considering cost and manpower factors, all strike 
pilot training bases use the El Centre Strike Detachment. Use of 
El Centro by all three bases has increased since 1988. 

o AICUZ and encroachment incompatibilities at Kingsville and 
Meridian are felt to have been overstated. Neither AICUZ nor 



encroachment are viewed as major problems at Meridian either in the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) or the existing Base 
Master Plan. Meridian has 58 residences and 3 churches in noise 
zones which are incompatible by Navy standards. The relatively low 
number of noise complaints which have been received at Meridian 
"indicates relatively few no;ise conflicts with area residents" 
(Meridian Master Plan). AI-CUZ analysis for Kingsville in the DEIS 
was based on the T-2/TA-4 aircraft combination. The operating 
noise for the T-45 is significantly lower thereby reducing the 
AICUZ footprint illustrated in the DEIS. 

o The potential safety hazard of mid-air accidents at 
Kingsville was over-emphasized in "The Case for Chase" While the 
Navy acknowledges that staggered thresholds would enhance safety, 
the Kingsville Wing Commander has been quoted in OPNAV 
correspondence to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission that 
staggered thresholds are not a safety hazard until the PTR exceeds 
250 to 300 at Kingsville. 

o The potential civilian reuse of excess facilities at any of 
the strike pilot training bases has not yet been investigated. The 
potential for excess facilities exists at each of the bases, even 
if it were used as an OLF. Beeville has expressed interest in 
potential reuse of facilities in "The Case for Chase". 

RECOMMENDATION 



o None, for information only. 
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Memo 44C1/69 
20 June 19,91 

FOR THE BASE CLOSUi^ CQHMISSXON 
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AKD KEALIGNKENT 

Set: (a) IJefense Base Closure and Realigmnent Commission letter 
of June 19, 1991 

End: (IJ Response to items 2, 5, 6, B, 9, 10, 11, and 14 

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in partial response to t£ie request 
for additional information forwarded by reference (a) . 




C, USN 
_ , Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy tos OASD (P&L) 
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KEKORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
SUbj; B2kSE CLOSURE AND REALXGMKEMT 

Ref : (a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conmission letter 
of June 19, 1991 

End: (1) Response to items 1, 3, 4, 7, 12, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 25 

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in final response to the request 
for additional inf omation forwarded by reference (a) . 




Directed, Shore 
Xetivitiee Division 



Copy tos OASD (P&L) 
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Memo 441D/73 
21 June 1991 

HEHORAinSfOH FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNHENT 

CNO Itr 11000 Ser 441D/1U597826 fltd 4 June 1991 
CNO Itr 11000 Ser 441D/1U597845 dtd 14 June 1991 

Updated COBRA data for closure of NAS Kingsville 
which incorporates costs resulting from associated 
delay in introducing T->45 

Updated COBRA data for closure of NAS Meridian which 
incorporates costs resulting from associated delay 
in introducing T-45 

Updated COBRA data for closure of NAS Chase Field 

1. Reference (a) provided, among other things, detailed COBRA 
cost analyses for the closures of NAS Kingsville and NAS 
Meridian in accordance with your requests. Reference (h) 
responded to your subsequent request for information regarding 
delays associated with the hypothetical closure of the T-45 
introduction site NAS Kingsville. 

2. This correspondence is provided to modify estimated costs, 
provided by reference (b) , aasooiated with prospective delays in 
implementation of T-45 should NAS Kingsville or HAS Meridian be 
closed and to update the reference (a) COBRA models for NAS 
Kingsville, NAS Meridian and NAS Chase Field by incorporating 
those costs. 

3. The cost of delaying T-45 introduction at Kingsville is 
es^ected to impact approximately 60% rather than 100% of the 
annual 400 PTR. Thus, 240 pilots per year rather than 400 
pilots per year would be trained \ising more costly T-2/TA-4 
aircraft for each of two years of delay. At the previously 
documented cost differential of $103,665 per pilot, the 480 
pilots impacted during the two-year delay would amoimt to an 
additional cost of approximately $50 million. This cost plus an 
additional $32 million for equipment relocation is reflected in 
the i^dated COBRA for NAS Kingsville provided by enclosure (1)« 

4. The costs of delaying T-45 introduction at Meridian will 
impact the remaining 40* of the annual 400 PTR for one year 
versus two years since Meridian"s MILCON project is at an 
earlier stage than Kingsville* s. It is, however, at least one 
year advanced over the time involved if Meridian were closed and 
a new project were initiated at Chase Field. This cost 
approximates $16.6 million and is reflected in the updated COBRA 
for MAS Meridian provided by enclosure (2) . 
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5. Enclosure (3) provides an updated COBRA for NAS Chase which 
reflects the deletion of a MILCON cost avoidance for T-45 
facilities inappropriately included in previously submitted 
versions and the deletion of the MILCON for the runway extension 
at KAS Kingsville proposed in earlier closure scenarios. 




Copy to: OASD (P&L) 
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Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realigiunent Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.c. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter; 

We would like to call an issue to your attention regarding 
the April 1991 Department of the Army report to the Commission. 
Page E-21 of that report states that the recommendation is to 
"retain approximately 3,000 acres of training area... for use by 
the reserve components." 

The figure of 3,000 acres is incorrect. It has come to our 
attention that the correct figure is approximately 4,600 acres. 
The boundaries and all other facts are stated correctly in the 
report. The attached map illustrates the Fort Devens Military 
Reservation which is the area to be retained for use by the Army 
Reserve Components. 



Sincerely, 



Susan Livingstone 

Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 



Enclosure 
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 



WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000 



PRODUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS 



June 21, 1991 



Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed for your review and consideration is recent 

correspondence from the Comptroller of the Department of Defense 

regarding alternative Commission base closures or realignments. 



Sincerely, 




Colin McMillan 



Enclosures 



COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1 100 



June 20, 1991 



Honorable James Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 

Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Hr. Chairman: 

Recent statements at your hearings would suggest that the 
Commission is considering additional proposals to close and 
consolidate several major activities of the newly formed Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS). We urge you to defer 
this premature proposal so that we can complete a number of 
studies which I believe will provide a framework for any 
resultant realignment proposals for the Commission's 
consideration when it reconvenes in 1993. 

DFAS, which has been in operation less than 5 months, 
comprises about 10,000 employees at six major centers 
(Cleveland, Columbus, Denver, Indianapolis, Kansas City, and 
Washington). These centers pay all active, reserve, and retired 
military and process major contract payments. The goal of DFAS 
is not only to streamline its current operations, but more 
importantly, to standardize and consolidate other financial 
functions such as civilian pay, travel reimbursements, and 
general accounting that are being performed in non-standard, 
decentralized fashion by some 40,000 people outside of DFAS. 
Standardization of these functions in addition to DFAS 
operations is the goal of this recent consolidation endeavor. 

Study groups are currently working to determine the 
detailed steps necessary to transition to standard systems and 
consolidated operations for each of these functions. 
Concurrently, we have efforts underway to determine the optimum 
basing strategy for future operations. However, it is simply 
much too soon to forecast the results of these initiatives and 
realignments in the interim could severely compromise our 
consolidation objectives. 

Since we have just begun this effort involving very complex 
and critical functions, the Department deliberately excluded the 
six DFAS centers from the current closure and realignment 
package. To the extent that the standardization initiatives 
yield base operations efficiencies, proposals will be forwarded 
in our next realignment package. 



Cordially, 




Comptroller 
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June 24, 1991 



Honorable Jim Court er 
Chaiman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I*ve enclosed, per your staff's request, the official 
minutes of the June 12, 1991, meeting of the Federal Advisory 
Commission on the Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories. 

The Laboratories Commission met again on June 19 and 20. 
Unfortunately, the minutes of this meeting are not available as 
the Laboratories Commission has established procedures to approve 
minutes of its meetings at each subsequent meeting. 

I am advised, however, that the Commission held further 
discussions regarding the Secretary's recommended laboratory 
closures and realignments that are before your Base Closure 
Commission, but took no action or votes regarding those 
recommendations . 



Sincerely, 




Colin McMillan 



Enclosure 



FEDERAL ADVISORY COMMISSION ON THE CONSOLIDATION 
AND CONVERSION OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT LABORATORIES 

MEETING OF JUNE 12, 1991 



COMMISSION 
frTTFNIDEES: 

Mr. Charles Adolph 

Mr. Solomon J. Buchsbaum 

Mr. Frank Verderame 

Mr. Robert Hillyer 

Mr. 0*Dean P. Judd 

Mr. James C. McGroddy 

Mr. William McCorkle 

Mr. Earle Messere 

COL Richard Paul 

Mr. Vic Reis 

Mr. James Decker 

Mr. H. Steven Kimmel 

Mr. Michael Heeb 

IMVITFD GUESTS: 
Mr. Gurden Drake 
COL Larry Hourcle' 
Mr. George Singley 
RADM Bill Miller 
Dr. Robert Selden 
Mr. Doug Hansen 
Mr, Dave Berteau 
Mr. Ray Siewert 



Chairman 

Member 

Member 

Member 

Member 

Member 

Member 

Member 

Member 

Member 

Member 

Executive Director 
Executive Secretary 

OSD/General Counsel 

OSD/General Counsel 

DASA (RD&A) 

Chief Naval Research 

Chief Scientist, USAF , , 

Director. Base Closure Unit. ASD (P&L) 

PDASD (P&L) 

Act DDDR&E (R&AT) 



Mr. Adolph opened the Commission meeting with a revte^^ meeting wjh 
the Base Closure and Realignment Commission BCRC) on June 7. ^9^1- 
BucSbaum^^^^^^^^ Uboratory Commission would have an OF^portunrty 

brief the BCRC Mr. Adolph explained that the proper mechanism tor the 
taboratoi? Smmission Xo coriiment on BCRC activities is to submit 
^corJ^Sa^ons^^^ Secretary of Defense who would in-turn pass his 
recommendations to the BCRC. if so desired. 

Mr. Heeb addressed administrative issues and reviewed the minutes of the last 
meeting. 

Mr Doug Hansen, Director of the Base Closure Unit in ASD (P&L). presented a 
review of the BCRC criteria for base closure. He pointed out that. 
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• The final selection criteria were the most visible portion of the base 
closure process. ^ , . . 

• The Force Structure Plan included Issues for labs, training, R&D. and 

mandated reductions. 

• Base closure is a three legged process. It links forces, cntena, ana 
process, and leads to the overall plans. ..^ , ^ 

• The process of determining which laboratories were to be consolidated 
or closed was different than the process used for other military 
installations, but was consistent with the BCRC criteria. 

Mr. Hansen explained that military value is a key component of the selectiori 
criteria, that this is not just a cost cutting exercise but involves a study ot the total 
force structure required by DoD. and that It is almost impossible to quantify 
military value in dollars. 

Mr. Buchsbaum noted that the criteria used for base closures should not be the 
same as that used for laboratory consolidation. 

Mr Verderame questioned that if the acquisition process is being cut by 20% 
and Congressional staffers say R&D budget is up by 2% why is there such a 
hurry to include Jabs on base closure/consolidation? Mr, Adolph explained that 
the acquisition workforce must be drawn down by 20%. Mr. Siewert explained 
that the 92-97 budget has slightly less than 0 real growth for 6.1.6.2, and 6.3 
funds but shows negative growth with SDl included. 

Mr Gurden Drake, office of General Counsel. OSD. explained the role of the 
commission from a legal view point. He explained that the commission is to 
provide its recommendations only to the Secretary of Defense who will forward 
his recommendations to Congress. The commission has no authonty to diredly 
advise the BCRC. The commission can advise the Secretary of Defense ot the 
problem and the Secretary of Defense can direct the commission (if he wants 
to) to advise the BCRC. The commissioners asked if Mr. Drake could provide 
the commission with a letter explaining the legal authority of the Laboratory 
Commission. Mr. Drake agreed to provide one at the next meeting of the 
commission. COL. Hourcle' explained the BCRC thresholds for mclusion on 
the list. 

Dr Selden Chief Scientist for the Air Force, provided a briefing on the Air 
Force's laboratory reorganization process from a strategic perspective. He also 
covered a brief overview of history of previous laboratory studies over the last 
30 years. 

Dr Selden explained that Air Force labs play key roles by providing focus and 
linkage to applicable technology activities within academia. the Government, 
and industry. Service labs also provide technology translation by linking the 
customer (operational user) with the technology base. 

Dr Selden explained that the Air Force restructured its labs to align with its four 
products, which are: air vehicles and their conventional armarment: space 
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systems: command control and communications; and people-centered 
products. Thus, there are now four laboratories attached to the four AFSC 
product divisions. 

Mr. Buchsbaum asked how the Air Force implemented their plan without going 
through the BCRC. Dr. Selden stated that the Air Force realignment started 
about 18 months ago. and that proposed relocations were under the BCRC 
threshold. 

Dr. Selden next discussed five charateristics that transcend all good 
laboratories (DoD, DOE. university or industry). They are: (1) sense of purpose; 
(2) ambiance of importance (includes linkage with customers); (3) smart 
management practices (personnel, procurement, etc.); (4) good facilities and 
equipment; and (5) enough size to have clout and permit flexibility. He also 
said that an understood (implied) attribute that should be at the front of the list is 
good people. Finally, Dr. Selden briefly discussed pros and cons of GOCO*s, 
and indicated that the laboratory demonstration project could provide many 
improvements fn the "management practices" area for Government-owned. 
Government-operated laboratories. 

When asked what one thing he would do to improve the laboratories, Dr. 
Selden said he would change the personnel policies, rules, etc to allow greater 
flexibility in hiring, classification, etc. 

Mr. George Singley presented a briefing on the Army laboratory system and 
answered specific questions relative to the Army's process of developing their 
laboratory reorganization and plans. 

Mr. McGroddy asked "what were the three biggest problems that were needed 
to be solved?" Mr, Singley responded that the Army needs to: (1) execute LAB- 
21 ; (2) do a better job of creating a dual path career opportunity for Scientists 
and Engineers: and (3) streamline the technology processes. 

A general discussion on laboratory consolidation and its impact followed. Focus 
was on the technical capability of laboratories. Mr. Singley explained that the 
Army corporate laboratory will have two centers, one at Adelphi with about 1200 
people and the other at Aberdeen with 1150 people. He then answered many 
specific and detailed questions from the members. He ended his presentation 
by answering Mr. Messere's question of what would be the single 
recommendation he would make to the Secretary of Defense. Mr. Singley said 
he would recommend that the Army be allowed to implement the Lab Demo 
program (take the best characteristics of the GOCOs), and Implement the LAB- 
21 program. 

RADM Bill Miller. Chief of Naval Research, presented a briefing on the Navy's 
laboratory restructuring plans. 

He explained that all Navy labs are essentially industrially funded. He supports 
the Laboratory Demonstration program and would like to see all RDT&E labs in 
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the program. He stated that the whole Navy focus changed last tall due to 
Congressional action on defense resources. He pointed out that the business 
base will decrease by 21% over the next 5 years, and that this is in addition to 
the mandated 20% cut. Laboratory consolidation is essential if the Navy is to 
protect and maintain a core of laboratory facilities within Navy. He then 
discussed the funding impact in detail. 

RADM Miller explained that final consolidation was driven by mandated 
constraints (20% reduction), and mentioned a declining business base, work 
force reduction, and the need for improved quality and efficiency. 

Mr. Dave Berteau, PDASD (P&L), presented a briefing on how the Services' 
laboratory consolidation plans were reviewed by OSD. He also explained 
some of the details of the BCRC process. 

Prior to going into an Executive Session, the commission agreed that the goal 
for the next meeting was to consider specific recommendations that might go 
forward to the Secretary of Defense. In Executive Session the commission 
decided, by a vote of six to two, to take no action, at this time, that would 
impact the BCRC-*91. Immediately following the vote the meeting was 
adjourned. 

yi^v /J^^^ ^/ ^A^ 

Michael Heeb 
Executive Secretary 
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ATTEKTION OF 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSJSTAWT SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, DC 203104103 



May 3, 1991 
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MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR 

PRODUCTION AND LOGISTICS 

SUBJECT: Interaction with Base Closure Commission 



Per your memo of April 19, 1991, the following contacts have 
been made with the Base Closure Commission: 



1 Hay FONECON between Mr. Steve Xleinman and LTC Paul Goodwin 

referencse 10 May Hearing tasking letter. 

2 May FONECON between Mr. Rod Bricksin and Mr. Paul Johnson 

reference heads up on requirement £rm SEN McCollum (5th District) 
to provide COBRA model. 

2 Hay FONECON between Mr. Steve Kleinman and LTC Paul Goodwin 
reference 10 May Hearing. 




'Paul W. Jonnson 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations and Housing) 
OASA(I,L&E) 



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000 



May 17, 1991 



Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignmen't Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006-1604 

Dear Nr. Chairman: 




PnOOUCTION A NO 
LOGISTICS 



The General Accounting Office (GAO) has completed its 
analysis of the Department of Defense's base closure and 
realignment recommendations and selection process. 

The GAO recognizes the need to close unneeded bases. The 
Department's initial review of the GAO»s report and findings 
confirms that the Services* selection processes were 
comprehensive and fairly compared all bases. We find nothing in 
the GAO*s report that would cause us to recommend reconsideration 
of any of the Department's recommendations to the Commission of 
April 12, 1991. 

We look forward to continued cooperation with the Commission 
as you review the GAO report. 

Sincerely. 



ntOOUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS 



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-6000 



June 13, 1991 



O 



Honorable Jin Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I've enclosed for your information a letter from Mr. Pete 

Adolph to Congressman Murtha regarding Mr. Adolph's recent 

testimony before your Commission.. 



Sincerely, 




Colin McMillan 



Enclosure 



DIRECTOR OF DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-3010 



June 13, 1991 



Honorable John P. Murtha 
Bouse of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Hurtha: 



To follow up on our conversations of June 12, this is to 
confirm that my testimony before the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission expressed the views of the ^eP*^^;?^^ ^f*. 
Defense and my professional views, which I believed was clear at 
that time. Confusion may have arisen in the minds of some in 
that, by delegation from the Secretary of Defense, I am 
performing the duties of the Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering, and among the duties that I am Perfor«ij9 in that 
capacity is the duty of the Chairman of the Federal Advisory 
Commission on the Consolidation and Conversion of Defense 
Research and Development Laboratories. At the time of the BCRC 
hearing on June 7, the Laboratories Commission had not reacnea 
any substantive conclusions relative to the laboratories. 



Sincerely, 

Charles E. Adolph 
By Direction of the Secretary of T>efense 




DEPARTMENT OF TllE ARMY * ^ 

omct Of TM AtuvrAirr secretary 

WAtHINOTON, DC aBS1»«10S 

June 24, 1-991 
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ATiiNnoiio' 




Mr« Jim Courter 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment commisalon 
1625 X street, N. W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D« C. 20006 
Dear Mr. Courter: 

During your hearing on June 14, 1991, you asked 
for the ArmyS position on transferring operational 
control of Forts Hamilton and Totten to the Navy. 

The Army previously considered this proposal 
during its study and rejected it. The Ji-'^OS" °; , 
Porta Hamilton and Totten are area oriented and arc not 
anticipated to be eliminated. Currently, the Amy i» 
reaulred to support the current missions for the fore- 
nSblS future! If an agreement can be reached between 
the Navy and the Army over the geographic support to 
all DOD operations in the New York city area, consoli- 
dations between Amy and Navy installations and 
operations could occur. In the absence of such an 
agreement and without the time to do the ^^fCf^^y ^ 
analysis and negotiation, it is nut prudent Lo close, 
realign or transfer operational control of either 
installation at this time. Furthermore, there are no 
proven operational or economic advantages to be gained 
by such a transfer at this time. 

It is important to note that the Department of 
Defense has the authority to make changes in adminis- 
trative control of its installations autaida of the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (p.l. 
101-510) framework. If, after additional study and 
consultation with the Navy, this realignment has merit, 
the Army will exercise the authority it already has to 
make changes in the administrative control that make 
sense. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this 
issue If your staff can furnish their analyses of 
this proposal, I will be happy to comment in greater 
detail. 
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I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr. Colin 
McMillan, ABslstant Secretary of Defense (Production a 
Loglatlca) . 



Sincere 




ISsan Livlngato^e 
Assistant Secretary of the Amy 
(inatallatlona, Logistics ft Environment) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON, DC 20310-0103 




REPLY TO 
ATTtNTION OF 



June 14, 1991 



Mr. Jim Courier 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N. W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Courier : 

This letter responds to your June 12, 1991 
question on the support provided to Fort Stewart, 
Georgia by Moody Air Force Base, Georgia. 

The proposed closure of Moody Air Force Base has 
no adverse impact on Fort Stewart. Our Office of the 
Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans reviewed 
this and other Air Force proposals for operational con- 
straints prior to announcement. The Army currently 
receives minor tactical air support for training from 
Moody Air Force Base. Shaw Air Force Base, South 
Carolina, which also maintains tactical air assets, is 
within the same approximate distance to Fort Stewart as 
Moody and could provide support. There are also 
sufficient Naval air forces in the area to more than 
meet the requirements of the 24th Infantry Division. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this 
issue. I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr. 
Colin McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production & Logistics). 




Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON. DC 20310-0103 



June 14, 1991 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 



Mr. James A. Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 "K" Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

This is in response to your letter of May 13 , 
requesting a list of leased space exceeding 10,000 
square feet occupied by Army functions. The enclosed 
printout lists the main data elements for all leased 
spaces. The enclosed disk lists all data in MS-DOS 
format. 



Susan Livingston! 

Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics, and Environment) 




2 Enclosures l^/ 0 >4-H c Cc, vji --u/ 



Copy Furnished: 



Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics) 




THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 



WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000 



) - 



ntOOUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS 



June 19, 1991 



Honorable Jin Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Healignnent Coounission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Commission's final list of additional options for 
closure or realignment, if recommended by the Commission, would 
represent a significant departure from the Secretary's 
recommendations. Of particular concern is the potential military 
impact of deviations from proposals that were closely coordinated 
between the Military Departments and the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
In the case of the Corps of engineers, I know you can appreciate 
the Secretary's reasons for preferring to work directly with 
Congress . 

While the Commission must review these additional options in 
order to exercise its independent judgment, I would note the 
Department already analyzed many of these options before making 
its recommendations. While these analyses have been previously 
provided to you as part of our overall documentation, I thought 
that the Commission might find summaries of the Department's 
analyses useful for consideration in your final deliberations. 

Finally, I want to stress once again the importance the 
Department places on closing unneeded bases. As the Secretary 
said at his base closure press conference in April, "You get a 
hollow force when you scrimp on any of the unglamorous things and 
pay, instead, for things you don't need, like too many military 
bases. If we keep all of the bases open and have a smaller 
force, we will end up wasting resources to keep bases alive, 
instead of spending money to maintain a quality force." 




Colin McMillan 



Enclosures 




subject: Sacramento Army Depot, "Sacramento Plan" Modifications 



pESCRIPTION OF ALTERKATIVES : 

1, Close Sacramento Army Depot. The Depot would transfer all 
workload to the Sacramento Air Logistics Center except an amount 
equivalent to 255 personnel who would transfer to Tobyhanna Army 
Depot. This transfer is necessary because the capacity or tne Air 
Logistics Center is not sufficient to absorb all the Sacramento Army 
Depot workload. 

2. All Sacramento Army Depot work would transfer to the Sacramento 
Air Logistics Center e^ccept for 236 authorizations for Electro-Optical 
work which would go to Anniston Army Depot. 

PTBenssiow s 

The Department urges approval of the fiofi plan for moving workload 
from the Sacramento Army Depot for the following reasons: 

o Cost savings. The DoD plan will result in significantly more 

savings than either alternative 1 or 2. When compared to the §55 
million annual steady state savings for the DoD plan, alternative 
1 would reduce DoD savings JHy $« million per year, and 
alternative 2 would reduce DoD savings by $18 million per year. 
If other factors were considered in the calculations of savings, 
such as lower indirect and overhead costs at Tobyhanna Army 
Depot, the DoD plan would show even greater savings when compared 
to alternatives 1 or 2. 

o Flexibility. The DoD plan is an integral part of a comprehensive 
effort to strengthen all depot maintenance activities. To make 
changes to the DoD plan would substantially effect the workload 
changes proposed in several other commodity areas. The Defense 
Depot Maintenance Council reviews the distribution of workload on 
a continuing basis. If the Base Closure commission were to 
dictate workload distribution, it would make it d^^fjcult for DoD 
to obtain future potential savings by using our flexibility to 
move workloads. 

o Utilization. The DoD plan provides more effective use of depot 
capacity. Alternatives 1 and 2 leave Tobyhanna Army Depot 
underutilized.. 

o Competition. The DoD plan recognizes that even greater savings 
can be achieved through competing "above core" workload 
requirements with industry and other DoD depots. The 
alternatives would not allow competition of the affected 
workload, precluding the realization of these savings. 

The Defense Depot Maintenance Council extensively reviewed the 
original "Sacramento Plan" and rejected it as not cost effective. The 
alternatives should be similarly rejected by the Commission. 
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SUBJECT ; Forts McCoy, Indiantown Gap, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and 
Buchanan . 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERKATIVE : 

Forts McCoy, Indiantown Gap, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and Buchanan 
would be transferred to the Reserve Component as possible additions to 
the Department's recommendations; elimination of the active duty 
presence and transfer to the Reserve Component of Fort Dix, NJ and 
Fort Chaffee, AR. All of these bases except for Fort Buchanan, PR, 
were evaluated by the Army within the Major Training Installation 
category* 

DISCUSSION; 

The Department of Defense already has the authority to make 
changes in administrative control or garrison configuration of its 
installations outside of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission (P.L. 101-510) framework. While we agree that the 
principle of National Guard control may have some merit in limited 
circumstances, it is clearly prudent to await the final results of the 
study of Reserve Component (RC) training strategies and management of 
training areas before making any changes in administrative control. 

Forts McCoy, Pickett, A. P. Hill, and Indiantown Gap all support 
both active and reserve training. Fort Buchanan, a sxib-installation 
of Fort McPherson, primarily supports the administration of the Army's 
presence on Puerto Rico. As a command and control type installation, 
it has no training area, and few ranges. 

It is misleading to assume that significant savings are possible 
by transferring ma^jor training area installations to the reserve 
components. Transferring funding responsibility from the active 
component to the guard or reserve component does not, in itself, 
create savings. Most savings occur through effective use of personnel 
resources which cannot be determined without site visits and workload 
analysis. The garrisons in question are currently small and operate 
with a minimal staff. Therefore the ability to further economize is 
questionable. 

It should be noted that an earlier study of the issue of 
administrative control, completed in 1986, found that Congressional 
ceilings on Active Guard and Reserve, and Guard military technician 
spaces would be a significant constraint if responsibility were passed 
to either the National Guard or the U. S. Army Reserve. 

In conclusion, the Department opposes the transfer of these 
installations pending completion of the above-referenced study. 
Additionally, the proposed transfer may not necessarily be more 
cost-effective. Once the reserve training study is complete around 
the Spring of 1992, the Anay can and will exercise the authority it 
already has to make changes in administrative control and garrison 
configurations between active duty and reserve forces, if 
appropriate. 



SUBJECT : Forts Hamilton and Totten, New York 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE ; 

Transfer the operational control of Forts Hamilton and 
Totten in New York from the Army to the Navy. 

DIfiCPfiglON ; 

There are no proven operational or economic advantages to be 
gained by such a transfer at this time. 

The missions of this complex are area-oriented and are not 
being eliminated. The Army is required to support the current 
missions for the foreseeable future. If an agreement could be 
reached between the Navy and the Army over the geographic support 
to all DoD operations in the New York city area, consolidations 
between Army and Navy installations and operations could occur. 
In the absence of such an agreement and without the time to do 
the necessary analysis and negotiation, it is not prudent to 
close, realign or transfer operational control of either 
installation at this tine. 

The Department of Defense already has the authority to make 
changes in administrative control of its installations outside of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (P.L. 101- 
510) framework, should circumstances warrant. 



SUBJECT : U. S. Army Corps of Engineers Reorganization 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERKATIVE ; 

Include the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers reorganization 
study in the Commission's recommendations. 

piSGDBSIOW; 

The Department recommends elimination of the Corps from 
further consideration by the Commission. 

Although the Secretary of Defense supports the need to 
reorganize the Army Corps of Engineers, he did not include it in 
the DoD recommendations to the Commission, At the request of 
leaders of the House Public Works and Transportation Committee, 
Secretary Cheney agreed to submit separate legislation in 
consideration of the civil works committee's jurisdictional 
authorities. On May 24, 1991, the Defense Department forwarded 
the legislative proposal and the Corps of Engineers 
Reorganization Study to Congress, and urged the expeditious 
enactment of the legislative proposal. 



SUBJECT ; Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERKATIVE ; 

Close Long Beach Naval Shipyard, CA 
DISCUSSION! 

NSY Long Beach should not be considered a siibstitute for NSY 
Philadelphia, even though both are non-nuclear shipyards. Excess 
dry dock capacity exists on the east coast while it does not on 
the west coast. HSY Long Beach has already been downsized and 
restructured to properly balance its workload and workforce to 
operate effectively and efficiently. Based on the New Threat 
Upgrade (NTU) nodemization of conventional surface ships. Long 
Beach *s final cost per ship modernization to the custoner (the 
fleet) is about 15% less than Philadelphia. 

NSY Long Beach is the third largest shipyard (private or 
public) on the west coast and is the only public shipyard on the 
west coast that bids on surface ship repair. Without this 
shipyard, the public/private competition program would cease to 
exist on the west coast. NSY Long Beach was placed in service 42 
years ago and is the Navy's youngest shipyard. Additionally, it 
is only 115 miles north of San Diego and is therefore close to 
the major fleet concentration. This is important because San 
Diego, unlike Norfolk, does not have a major collocated shipyard. 
In all, NSY Long Beach is in close proximity to the vast majority 
(70%) of the Pacific surface fleet. 

NSY Long Beach is designated as the contingency drydock for 
emergency docking of nuclear aircraft carriers on the west coast 
in the event that Drydock Number 6 at NSY Puget Sound, WA is not 
available. NSY Long Beach provides the only large drydock for 
conducting routine maintenance work on all large ships in 
Southern California. In total, its three drydocks provide 52% of 
the drydock capacity (both piablic and private) in the region. 
This situation is in contrast to that on the east coast where 
three shipyards capable of docking aircraft carriers and large 
ships are located in close proximity to fleet concentrations 
(i.e., Norfolk, Newport News, and Philadelphia). If NSY liOng 
Beach is closed, all aircraft carriers, large amphibious and 
replenishment ships would be forced to leave Southern California 
for dry docking. The nearest alternative drydocks are at Puget 
Sound (1300 NM) and Pearl Harbor, HI (2600 NM) • These yards 
would have insufficient capacity to handle NSY Long Beach's 
current workload. The resulting crew relocation and family 
separation would cause a major degradation in quality of life for 
the crews of these ships. By having NSY Long Beach near San 
Diego few, if any, families have to relocate during major repairs 
or overhauls. 
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SUBJECT ; Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX 
DESCRIPTION OT ALTERKATIVE ; 

Close Kingsville Naval Air Station, TX. 
PISCDgSIQy; 

Closure of NAS Kingsville is a less attractive alternative 
than closure of NAS Chase Field because: 

. o Infrastructure to support T-45 aircraft is in place at HAS 
Kingsville, (i.e., trainers, aircraft maintenance 
facilities, and jet engine test cell). Moving the T-45 
aircraft function to NAS Chase will cost an estimated $25.5 
Billion. 

o NAS Kingville has dual runways (two parallel runways 

bisected by two parallel crosswind runways) allowing more 
flexibility in conducting training operations than at NAS 
Chase which has two parallel runways and a single crosswind 
runway. 

o NAS Kingsville has newer facilities in better state of 

repair than NAS Chase. This results in lower maintenance 
costs and more efficient operations. 

o Closure of NAS Kingsville would cause a two year delay in 
T-45 Initial Operating Capability. 



SUBJECT ; Meridian Naval Air Station, MS 



pESCRIPTION 07 ALTERNATIVE ; 

Close Meridian Naval Air Station, MS, 

DISGPSSION; 

Closure of NAS Meridian is a less attractive alternative to 
NAS Chase Field because: 

o NAS Meridian could not be utilized as an Outlying Field 

(OLE) as it is too far away from other training fields, nas 
Chase is close enough to Kingsville to be used as an OLF and 
would provide flexibility during T-45 transition and surge. 

o Reconstitution of the force can be »ore readily accomplished 
at NAS Chase than NAS Meridian. NAS Meridian is near enough 
to major air hubs that airlines would find the air space 
attractive. If NAS Meridian is closed, the Navy would 
probably lose the airspace with little chance of recovery. 
NAS Chase is remote from airline hubs, with little 
competition for its airspace. 

o Return on investment years for HAS Meridian closure is 
approximately five times longer than that for closure of 
either NAS Chase or NAS Kingsville. 

o NAS Meridian has the most modem design of any NAS; NAS 

Chase dates from the WWII era. Being newer, NAS Meridian is 
easier to maintain. The runways at NAS Meridian are built 
to newer criteria. They are staggered and offset to allow 
an increased tempo of operations accommodating simultaneous 
landings or take-offs and more aircraft in the pattern at 
the same time. Additionally, the operations area at NAS 
Meridian is remote from the administrative and training 
area. This arrangement is more efficient because there is 
less noise impact on classroom training. 



SUBJECT ; Staten Island Naval Station, NY 



DBSCRIPTION OP ALTERNATIVE : 

Close Staten Island Naval Station, NY 
fiiecussyoN ; 

The Department is opposed to the closure of Staten Island 
Naval Station. 

The Secretary of the Navy's Base structure Coumiittee rated 
Naval Station New York (Staten Island) high in overall military 
value, NAVSTA New York received high ratings in both the mission 
and land/facilities assessment categories. Staten Island's new 
and excellent facilities are state of the art in terms of their 
ability to support homeported ships. Staten Island, as a 
homeport, is 78% complete. The Shore Intermediate Maintenance 
Activity (SIKA) is in a newly constructed facility, with up-to* 
date equipment. The SIMA will provide modem ship intermediate- 
level maintenance work more efficiently than those at existing 
older facilities. The SIMA at Staten Island also provides 
intermediate level naintenance support for ammunition ships at 
the Naval Weapons Station at Earle, NJ. 

Ship homeport assignments for Staten Island have been 
carefully developed to ensure that crew sizes and corresponding 
family housing requirements will be adequately satisfied by Navy- 
sponsored housing in the immediate area. 

The geographic location of Staten Island, in an area with a 
large Naval Reserve population, makes retention of this facility 
desirable. The assignment of ships to Staten Island to support 
reserve training is in full support of the Navy's Total Force 
concept. The demographics are good and will allow for sufficient 
manning of these ships; a vital factor of the Navy's 
reconstitution intentions in time of emergency. 

Staten Island has specifically designed modem facilities 
for new class ships such as the deep draft, power intensive CG-47 
class AEGIS cruisers. The facilities at Staten Island have a low 
level of maintenance and repair requirements due to their 
newness. Other homeports, with some facility and support 
improvements, could accommodate the ships currently planned for 
Staten Island. The added costs of upgrading and maintaining 
older facilities at existing bases (costs not now included in the 
Defense budget) must be weighed against the lower cost of 
maintaining this new base. 



SUBJECT ; Treasure Island Naval Station, CA 

pESCRIPTIOK or ALTERKATIVES : 

1. Realign Treasure Island Naval Station, CA, eliminating 
excess berthing capacity but retaining all necessary 
administrative, training, housing, and personnel support 
functions for the San Francisco Bay Area naval complex. 

2. Realign Treasure Island to retain only the housing. 
DTfieufiSlON : 

The Naval Station is not a "stand alone- activity. The bulk 
of its functions support the entire San Francisco Bay Area Navy 
complex or are related to the support provided to tenant 
activities, family housing residents of Treasure Island, and 
transient personnel. Additionally, the berthing capacity of 
Treasure Island, while small, provides flexibility in 
accommodating Bay Area operations. 

The new brig and medical/dental clinic, the large Coast 
Guard presence, the port services/ operations function, Jf^*-^ 
Technical Training Center, a new state of the art fire fighting 
school that meets local clean air standards, and the large 
numbers of units of family housing are all indicative of Treasure 
Islands importance to the San Francisco Bay Area Navy complex. A 
significant number of activities supporting the Bay ^f^J would 
require relocation and construction at other locations in the Bay 
area in the event of a large realignment as described in 
alternative 2. 

It makes no sense to recreate this complex of tenants 
elsewhere in the area, especially if the housing at Treasure 
Island and the Technical Training Center were to remain in place. 



SUBJECT; San Diego Naval Training Center, CA 



pESCRIPTTQK OP ALTERKATIVE ; 

Realign/close San Diego Naval Training Center, CA. 

pisenssiON ; 

The Department is opposed to the closure of NTC San Diego. It 
is not the most cost effective option: 

Cost POT Years 

NTC Orlando 397M 11 Years 

NTC San Diego 549M 100 Years 

Closure of NTC San Diego is also not operationally sound. 
Retaining NTC San Diego due to its collocation with fl^f^^^^^^^^ 
enhances the Navy's informal program to keep P'^"?""^^^^®^:^?^''^ 
duty rotations in the same geographical area. This results in a 
savings of nearly $13 million per year in P^^Jf^f J^^^fJ^e of 
Station (PCS) and Temporary Attached Duty (TAD) expenditures as 
follows: 

o over 2,000 staff billets (93 officer and 1,919 ^lifted) 

support NTC San Diego. An estimated 50% of these billets are 
filled by PCS transfers from San Diego area commands. This 
results in a PCS savings of $6 million per year. 

o The Service School Command (SSC) San Diego is the »ajor west 
coast single site training facility, of fering 102 *f ^^^^^ , 
occupational courses with a duration to more than 12 ^ays ( c 
schools), and 21 team training and technical courses of 12 day 
or less in duration ("F" schools). These schools support 
fleet units located along the west coast, in Hawaii and the 
western Pacific. Estimated FY-97 inputs for SSC Diego "C" 
and "F" schools are 6,930 and 4,700 respectively. Relocation 
of these schools to Great La)tes would increase TAD 
expenditures by $6.8 million per year in travel expenses 
alone. 

collocation of the Recruit Training Command (RTC) San Diego 
with the fleet allows interaction with fleet commands. Regular 
fleet visits serve to ensure that newly trained recruits meet fleet 
retirements. Fleet personnel visit the RTC weekly. On average, 
recruit companies are able to participate in at least two open 
discussions with fleet personnel and share fleet experiences. 

Unlike Orlando, relocation of the type of technical training 
conducted at SSC San Diego would disrupt training pipelines for 
nearly 8,500 students. This would reduce fleet readiness in 
essential technical skill ratings. Internal Communications, 
ingineman. Electricians Mate, and Machinists Mate occupational 
skill training would be out of service for three months to one 
vear RadioSIn occupational schools would be out of service for at 
lelsi one year to re-engineer and re-install associated training 
devices and lab equipment. 
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SUBJECT : Marine Corps Recruit Depot (MCRD) , San Diego, CA 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES ; 

a. Close and sell MCRD San Diego and relocate the mission and 
personnel to Marine Corps Base (MCB) , Camp Pendleton, CA. The 
MCRD would continue as a stand-alone entity within Camp 
Pendleton, but share common areas of support. 

2. Close and sell MCRD San Diego and relocate the mission and 
personnel to MCRD Parris Island, SC. This would combine the two 
commands as the sole Marine Corps command/ location for recruit 
training. 

DISCDflSIONs 

The Marine Corps is opposed to the closure of MCRD San 
Diego. 

MCRD San Diego trains 55% of all Marine recruits. 
Relocation of the MCRD to either location would virtually 
eliminate surge capacity essential to rapidly expand recruit 
throughput for mobilization during time of national emergency. 

The personnel loading and training mission cannot be 
absorbed at Camp Pendleton without largely replicating San 
Diego's infrastructure. Facilities would also have to be 
constructed at Parris Island and facility deficiencies at both 
locations would have to be corrected. 

Both locations have significant impediments to accommodating 
the MCRD mission and personnel. MCRD Parris Island is 
essentially all wetlands, which limits development under section 
404 of yhe Clean Water Act and the President's policy of no net 
loss of wetlands. MCB Camp Pendleton is constrained by a limited 
water supply from already stressed aquifers and by the 
competition for land use in support of current training missions. 

It is unlikely that the cost of either relocation could be 
offset through real property sales. Approximately 40% of MCRD 
San Diego is filled tidal lands to which the State claims 
ownership. Also, the large common boundary with San Diego *s 
civilian airport (Lindbergh Field) makes a large public discount 
allowance transfer for airport expansion almost a certainty. 
Further, disposition of the property is limited by the National 
Historic Preservation Act , under which 25 of the MCRD's buildings 
and approximately 25% of land are listed in the National Register 
of Historic Places. 



SUBJECT ; Goodfellow Air Force Base, San Angelo, 



PESGRIPTTQN OF AI.TERNATIVEB ; 

1. Close Goodfellow AFB as an alternative to closing 
Lowry AFB, CO. 

2. Close Goodfellow AFB in addition to Lowry AFB, CO. 

BIgeUSBIOH! 

The Department is opposed to the closure of Goodfellow AFB. 
The closure of Lowry AFB is a better option from a capacity, 
military value and cost standpoint. 

Goodfellow AFB is one of the Air Force's six Technical 
Training Centers. Others are Chanute AFB, IL (1988 Base Closure 
S^iiSion decision to close in Fy93), Keelser J^B, MS; Lackland 
AFB, TX; Sheppard AFB, TX? and Lowry AFB, CO. ^'^^^ P^i^fy,^^.. 
mission of Goodfellow AFB is to provide general and cryptologic 
intelligence training for the Air Force, other DoD J?^'^^^^^' 
allied forces. Goodfellow also supports El Dorado AFS, located 
35 miles away, whose primary mission is to provide ^'^^ 
intercontinental ballistic missile attack warning. ^^1 Dorado 
AFS's mission is not projected to decrease and no other military 
installation is readily located to provide the necessary support. 

The Air Force projects that $116 in MILCON would f^J^ij^^ 
to conduct Goodfellow AFB courses elsewhere, while the n^^J^lf t 
of implementing the closure of Lowry is expected to be only $48M. 

With Air Force enlisted accession dropping from 40,000 to 
30,000 per year, the Air Force projects approximately 20% excess 
capacity in^its' Technical Training Centers (TTC) after Chanute 
AFB is closed in FYSS. Lowry AFB contributes 17% of TTC facility 
capacity, Goodfellow AFB contributes only 6%. Closing Lowry AFB 
sa?es 11% more manpower ($5,7M annually) and annual Real Property 
Maintenance (RPM) savings are $5.5M more through clof^Jf 
AFB. Closing both bases would take more than the identified 
excess capacity, would require additional construction, and would 
jeopardize essential surge capacity. 

Excess facilities at the other Technical Training Centers 
more readilv adapted to courses from Lowry AFB than 
Gwdfellow^l, dS. th. Classified and sensitive nature of »ost 
Goodfellow AFB courses and the resultant security requirements. 
Goodfellow therefore has a higher military value than Lowry. 
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SUBJECT ; Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY 



DESCRIPTION OF ALTERKATIV^S : 

1. Close Plattsburgh AFB as a substitute for another base in 
the strategic category. 

2. Close Plattsburgh AFB in addition to Loring AFB, ME. 

DISGDBSION; 

The Department is opposed to the closure of Plattsburgh AFB. 

HQ SAC basing requirements siibstantiate the need for a 
northeastern tanker base. SAC can not operationally afford to 
close both Plattsburgh AFB and Loring AFB. 

A northeast base is required for Tanker Task Force and KAC 
European/CENTCOM support missions. The task force operates six 
to eight rotational KC-135 aircraft supporting European bound 
aircraft deployments. The task force can not operate effectively 
from any base further west than Plattsburgh AFB and there would 
be a day-to-day Emergency War Order alert shortfall of 6-9 
tankers should both bases close, even considering Air Reserve 
Component tanker beddown. Also, Tanker Task Force infrastructure 
is already in-place and operations are currently being conducted 
from Plattsburgh AFB. 

Plattsburgh AFB has approximately 60% more aircraft parking 
space than Loring AFB and annual operating costs are $9 million 
less. Also, historical weather data shows less severe weather at 
Plattsburgh AFB. For these, and other reasons, Plattsburgh AFB 
ranks higher in military value than Loring AFB. 

The most convincing argument for not closing both 
Plattsburgh and Loring AFBs was presented to the Commission in a 
classified session on June 6, 1991. 



THE CHAIRMAN. JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON DC 203m 

CM-945-91 
20 June 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Base Closure Commission Optional Base Closures 

1 Mv Staff the unified and specified commands, and the Services 
Mve Reviewed the Utesradditional list of bases being considered 
by the fiise Closure Commission. A few of the Proposals are of 
p«tilul2r concern from an operational perspective. 

w ^-i-i KM vj The Air Force recommendation, which you 
Sppr^eiS^ii-^^eA/U tSe*cS;;^,i«ion v.s to Close the .irfielfl 

preclude options to move other headquarters to MacDill in the 
future Also? the movement of major headquarters would be 
disruptive to continuity of operations. 

couia nSl Ptovifle the services found at Long BeBCh. 

."•iireffi.tr^^^:c?irfir'?2pn*np.Sion^irsrcr::rt" 

;raiS?if durirmobi!?r"ioL' Alternatives -t Camp Penflle ton 
and P8«is island could not duplicate the capacity o£ the San 
Diego iacility. 

d Plattsburgh AFB. HY. Closure would adversely affect our 
ability to provide refueling for SlOP niission., 

2 I believe it is important for x\s to express these concerns to 
most effective to communicate ^^^^yj^^ESIUll.^ 



COLIN L. POWELL 
Chairman 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 



THE CHAIRMAN, JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON DC 2031S 



CM-945-91 
20 June 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFEHSE 

subject: Base Closure Conmission Optional Base Closures 

1. My staff, the unified "^specified commands. -"f^J^^^Services 
have ieviewed the I'^est additional list of bases Deg 
w„ bbco Closure Coiwnission, a tew f^^r 
SLulufar coicirn from an operational perspective. 

a. MacDiU AFB, FL. The Air.Force '^^-^I^^J^i^^hf airfield 
approved and sent to the c*"""^"!""' ^^"cMCs The 

bSt Keep facilities s"PP°^* {H^^'il ^^''SacDiU would force 

VrXl\r ^fsi^-thr^re^e^^' ^.1??rKS.r?.r» would be 
disruptive to continuity of operations. 

b. Lon, Beach Naval Shipyard CA ^Closure would -riously^^^ 
degrade drydock capability for all large dimply 
^SiU°^Si%"rrvtie '^irslllV^l ^Su„d at Long Beach. 

c. Marine Corps Recruit PeP"^; San Diego CA Closure w^ 

virtually eli™>«»«^5.??P'fJ'^ ^^MtwMti^erat Camp Pendleton 
:Sl^^i;?if Jiranr^iii"nrt"duptinren^e%.pacity of the San 

Diego facility. 

d Plattsburgh AFB, NY. Closure would adversely affect our 
aiiuiy to p«vide iefueling for SlOP missions. 



2. 1 believe it is i^P^t-^/.^re'lt'SlaKerrny finl! ZllToV'' 
'''' ^rruppornorrn^w^a e^er^LtholV would be 

;Sstn?Lc?iveTo'coi;:unicate these, concerns . 



I 



COLIN L. POWELL 
Chairman 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 




REPLY TO 
AmNTiON OF 



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF STAFF 
WASHINGTON. DC 20310-0200 




1 5 M W91 



Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N.W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D.C. 20006-1604 
Dear Mr. Courter: 

This is in response to your letter of May 24 to Mrs. 
Livingstone requesting additional data on Army base closure and 
realignment candidates. Attached is a listing of all available 
data requested in your letter. We are unable to provide data for 
average operation and maintenance projects by contract. 



Enclosure 
Copy Furnished: 

Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Production and Logistics) 

Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics, and 
Environment) 



Sincerely, 





ALBERT J. GENETTI, JR. 
Colonel , GS 

Director, Total Army Basing . 



Study 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 



WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000 



PRODUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS 



June 20, 1991 



Honorable Jim Courter 
Chainaan, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed for your review and consideration are recent 

correspondence from the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 

Comptroller of the Department of Defense regarding alternative 

Commission base closures or realignments. 




Colin McMillan 



Enclosures 



THE CHAIRMAN. JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 



WASHINGTON DC 203'B 

CM-945-91 
20 June 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

Subject: Base Closure Commission Optional Base Closures 

1 Mv^ «^aff the unified and specified commands, and the Services 
i;ve Reviewed the ^Stest additional list of bases being considered 
Sylhe Bale Closure Commission. A few of the proposals are of 
particular concern from an operational perspective. 

a. MacDill AFB. FL. The Ait Force "''i-^nid 
approved and sent to the commission, was to close the airfield 
hn? keen facilities and support for the CINCs. xne 
coLillion-s option of complete closure of MacDill would force 
SsTo re!ocatrthe headquarters of two unified ^o^^jf . ^"^^^^ 
preclude options to move other headquarters to M'^Dill " the 
future. Also, the movement of major headquarters would be 
disruptive to continuity of operations. 

b. Long Beach Naval Shipyard. CA. Closure would seriously 
deorade drydock capability for all large ships in the Southern 
California «ea. Alternatives in Hawaii and Washington simply 
could not provide the services found at Long Beach. 

c. Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego. CA. 
virtually eliminate capacity for rapid expansion of 'meruit 
training during mobilization. Alternatives at Camp Pendleton 
and P«1is isllnd could not duplicate the capacity of the San 
Diego facility. 

d Plattsburgh AFB, NY. Closure would adversely affect our 
ability to provide refueling for SlOP missions. 

2 I believe it is important for us to express these concerns to 
the Base c!oI«re Commission before it ^a'ces_any^f inal^decision^ I 



am 



rlli; rj;;orryou in whrt;;er .ethod you believe would be 



most effective to communicate these^ concerns 




COLIN L. POWELL 
Chairman 
Joint Chiefs of Staff 



COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 



WASHINGTON. DC 20301*1 t 00 



June 20, 1991 



Honorable James Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 

Washington, DC 20006 
Dear Hr. Chairman: 

Recent statements at your hearings would suggest that the 
Commission is considering additional proposals to close and 
consolidate several major activities of the newly formed Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS). We urge you to defer 
this premature proposal so that we can complete a number of 
studies which I believe will provide a framework for any 
resultant realignment proposals for the Commission's 
consideration when it reconvenes in 1993. 

DFAS, which has been in operation less than 5 months, 
comprises about 10,000 employees at six major centers 
(Cleveland, Columbus, Denver, Indianapolis, Kansas City, and 
Washington), These centers pay all active, reserve, and retired 
military and process major contract payments. The goal of DFAS 
is not only to streamline its current operations, but more 
importantly, to standardize and consolidate other financial 
functions such as civilian pay, travel reimbursements, and 
general accounting that are being performed in non-standard, 
decentralized fashion by some 40,000 people outside of DFAS. 
Standardization of these functions in addition to DFAS 
operations is the goal of this recent consolidation endeavor. 

Study groups are currently working to determine the 
detailed steps necessary to transition to standard systems and 
consolidated operations for each of these functions. 
Concurrently, we have efforts underway to determine the optimum 
basing strategy for future operations. However, it is simply 
much too soon to forecast the results of these initiatives and 
realignments in the interim could severely compromise our 
consolidation objectives. 

Since we have just begun this effort involving very complex 
and critical functions, the Department deliberately excluded the 
six DFAS centers from the current closure and realignment 
package. To the extent that the standardization initiatives 
yield base operations efficiencies, proposals will be forwarded 
in our next realignment package. 



Cordially, 




Sean O'Keefe 
Comptroller 



THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 




WASHINGTON. DX. 20301 



2 1 JUN 1991 



CD ' 



The Honorable Jim Courter, Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

1 625 K Street NW. Suite 400 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Commission is considering for possible closure facilities for which the Department of Defense has 
an operational need. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has advised me that the following 
facilities under Commission discussion are of particular concern for the reasons indicated: 

MacDiH Air Force Base. Fiorida . The Secretary of Defense recommended to the Commission on April 
11«199tas follows: 

•MacDill AFB, Florida, is recommended for realignment and partial closure. Realign the 56th 
Tactical Training Wing's F- 16s from MacDill AFB. to Luke AFB, Arizona. The Joint Communications 
Support Element will move to Charleston AFB, South Carolina. The airfield at MacDill AFB will 
close, those facilities that support flying operations will be disposed of and the remainder of 
MacDill AFB will become an administrative base." 

The continuation of MacDill as an administrative base as the Secretary proposed would permit the 
Department to continue to maintain the headquarters of two unified commands at the base and 
preserve the option to move other headquarters to that base in the future. Complete closure would 
require movement of the two headquarters and disrupt the continuity of their operations. 

Long Beach Naval Shipyard. California . The Secretary of Defense's recommendations to the 
Commission did not recommend closure or realignment of the Long Beach Naval Shipyard, except for 
receipt by the Shipyard of ship support f unrtions and a parcel of land to be transferred from the Long 
Beach Naval Station. Closure of the Shipyard would seriously degrade drydock capability for all large 
ships in the Southern California area. Alternatives in Hawaii and Washington simply could not 
provide the services found at Long Beach. 

Marine Cores Recruit Depot. San Diego. California . The Secretary of Defense's recommendations to 
the Commission did not recommend closure or realignment of the Marine Corps Recruit Depot, San 
Diego. Closure of the Recruit Depot would virtually eliminate capacity for rapid expansion of recruit 
training during mobilization. Alternatives at Camp Pendleton and Parris Island could not duplicate 
the capacity of the San Diego Facility. 

Plattsburoh Air Force Base- New York . The Secretary of Defense's recommendations to the 
Commission did not recommend closure or realignment of Plattsburgh Air Force Base. Closure would 
adversely affect the Department's ability to provide refueling for aircraft in the execution of the 
Single Integrated Operational Plan. 

We urge the Commission to adopt the Secretary of Defense's recommendations as transmitted to the 
Commission on April 1 1. 



Sincerely, 





ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 



WASHINGTON. DC 20301-8000 



FRODUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS 



June 21, 1991 



Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed for your review and consideration is recent 
correspondence from the Comptroller of the Department of Defense 
regarding alternative Conanission base closures or realignments. 



Sincerely, 




Colin McMillan 



Enclosures 



COMPTROLLER OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON, DC 20301-1 1 00 



June 20, 1991 



Honorable James Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW 
Suite 400 

Washington, DC 20006 
Dear Mr, Chairman: 

Recent statements at your hearings would suggest that the 
Commission is considering additional proposals to close and 
consolidate several major activities of the newly formed Defense 
Finance and Accounting Service (DFAS). We urge you to defer 
this premature proposal so that we can complete a number of 
studies which I believe will provide a framework for any 
resultant realignment proposals for the Commission's 
consideration when it reconvenes in 1993. 

DFAS, which has been in operation less than 5 months, 
comprises about 10,000 employees at six major centers 
(Cleveland, Columbus, Denver, Indianapolis, Kansas City, and 
Washington). These centers pay all active, reserve, and retired 
military and process major contract payments. The goal or dfas 
is not only to streamline its current operations, but more 
importantly, to standardize and consolidate other financial 
functions such as civilian pay, travel reimbursements, and 
general accounting that are being performed in "^"-standard, 
decentralized fashion by some 40,000 people outside of DFAS. 
Standardization of these functions in addition to DFAS 
operations is the goal of this recent consolidation endeavor. 

Study groups are currently working to determine the 
detailed steps necessary to transition to standard systems and 
consolidated operations for each of these functions. 
Concurrently, we have efforts underway to determine the optimum 
basinq strategy for future operations. However, it is simply 
much too soon to forecast the results of these initiatives and 
realignments in the interim could severely compromise our 
consolidation objectives. 

Since we have just begun this effort involving very complex 
and critical functions, the Department deliberately excluded the 
six DFAS centers from the current closure and realignment 
package. To the extent that the standardization initiatives 
yield base operations efficiencies, proposals will be forwarded 
in our next realignment package. 

Cordially, 
Sean 0'Keefe[) 

Comptroller ^f. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY Of THE NAVY 
ONSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT. 

WASHINGTON, o.c. soaeo-sooo 



24 JUN 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Subj : BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Ref : (a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comitiission letter 
of June 19, 1991 

End: (1) Response to items 3, 4, and 5 

1. Enclosure (1) is forwarded in partial response to the request 
fox ISditional information forwarded by reference (a). 



^KQ/is^^ E'. SCHAFER 



Copy to: OASD (P&L) 



ADDITIONAL INFO REQUIRED FROM THE NAVY 19 JUNE 1991 

OuestionS: How does the Navy evaluate the Lindbergh Airfield 
encroachmen t problem to NTC San Diego and MCRD San ^^^9° 
next 10 to 20 years? How about the noise pollution problem, now? 
?here is no significant space for expansion for the NTC future 
use. What is the prospect that NTC will have to eventually move 
due* to the encroachment of a growing city? 

ResDonse: MCRD San Diego is immediately adjacent to the Airport 
an^has b een the primary installation affected by the Airport 's 
growth in physical size and level of operations. Specifics are. 

ri) Encroachment - Until 1991, proponents of expanding 
Lindbergh Field to meet the City's long-term civil aviation 
deSand placed serious pressure on MCRD. This P^^^sure has been 
greatly reduced as the result of the city and general public's 
acceptance of the findings provided through a s^^^ff °^ . ^^^i., 
exhaustive studies on airport relocation and expansion potential 
of Lindbergh Field. While a number of alternatives were 
considered, the studies uniformly concluded that the inherent 
geographic limitations on Lindbergh Field preclude meeting the 
needs for an all weather jumbo jet airport. San Diego is 
proceeding with negotiations for a bi-national airport with 
Mexico. The President of Mexico has given his approval for 
formal study and negotiations on the proposal are proceeding 
favorably . 

(2) Airport Role - Lindbergh Field's role will change to 
that of a regional commuter facility when the new bi-national 
ai^ort becomes operational. Similar to other older airports in 
core urban areas, there will continue to be a demand for 
convenient short haul air transportation. Such use is compatible 
StSrUnSLrg^Fie^d'^ size and layout, which ^^eatly^dimini^^^^ 
demand for additional land and noise impacts on both MCRD and 



NTC. 



(3) Noise - The problem has progressively improved based 
uoon the continued introduction of Stage III quiet) aircraft 

attenuated . 

inder";obUiIatior=^^^^^ We ^ave previously .et 

?his challenge for WWII, Korea and Vietnam. Additionally^ as has 

discussed Dreviously, the opportunity to train 26* or tne 
F^Mt ihich are^coUocated in San Diego affords us a tremendous 
cost and quality of life benefit. 
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(5, inevitability - With «-lu ion of the C.ty^s^a.r^^ 

Itr^ielo^^u f?^fe^'to^e!=c2iffrL encroachment. The 

!r2as Surrounding the two facilities are established 
neighborhoods wi^|i^l^^^^-,P-|f=^J:^e Co^?ss?on^ hearing in 

DtegHnS^rscS^erthe'strl^g conununity -PP-^ frat'th^t'" 
irbot^nstallations S^r^W^re g:inrto""e the'at^ort 
time "We've /""^ /^f^it^-of loom.^! I can assure you, 

and you; re g°^nf^t° ^^^^.f tSat [MCTO and NTC are being 
commissj^oners. xt J^^^^^'^^^J^^e moving quite nicely forward 
encroached]. But oeiieve u , I'm a native San Diegan. 

to moving the airport. " *^iJ;.^*fP!"; as everybody behind me 

2,,es£i2n^ Please e-Pl* VS^'^ffe'sIuSrto're^^^^^^ MC^"'S' 
space consideration noted in '^"^L^ How is the addition 

rtitreipaX rrS ^ddrSslSln projects or 

contracts? 

Resoonse. The 1988 commission coincided with the completion of a 

improvements in ranges and '»*»«^^"^*"" ^ standards and 

„cl Camp^-^if ?rprS?ess^^^^ - base-wide 

recommendations and is ^-n.^ne P^°'^= areas to take maximum 
master plan for reorganizing "aining areas to t 

advantage of limited space. ^5°dl«act from the 

Base would 'f««'0^^,^^"i,^^°^„^^tnSIttng combined arms training 

Sra^ trrxSnt^orortS^s^hS^f^^"^^^^^^^ 

tank target range. 

A related issue i« >^«t„-"n/S?l^«|„'al ^^lentraUr-S^.^ ' 
with the Base's aquifers ^e;-"^^"^" Sdltional persoiinel loading 
safe^^yield. .^^e introduction of the^aW ^ deallocated from 
would necessitate tnat wax-et 
^Ser training and support mission functions. 

e i.>io MPRD were relocated out of its present 

giiAsnion 5; If the MCRD ^f^® ^^j^^^^^ „q to the airport without 
location would the land ^costs? Undei what 

DOD being reimbursed of any relocation costs, 
authority does this take place? 
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=». T1- would be fair to assume that the vast majority of 
Rpfiponse; It other governmental 

MCRD San Diego would be transferrea | ^lic discount 

a!:5/ol th?Iugh ^et^ling claims concerning MCRD's filled 
?!df!andt ?he'a!?^lrt: h^vlr, would be only one of the 
potential recipients. 

Ar^r^T-oximatelv 40% of the MCRD occupies filled tidal lands (lands 

sEE' ^^^^^^ 

E"iM agafnst a^nearby Navy joint venture project. 

MiL™^ 

Itlllfthir^SliitJ f or the "a^Her of military Property is 
given to air^rt^ following consideration for use by other 
military and federal agencies. 

The area above the 1919 high tideline encompasses the arcade 
local competition for public P^«|« '^^^^^"^^^lation"^ 

issitii^o^^rd-^i^ ar2rti?reiTu^i rui^^^^^^^ le- 

!i?tle of the MCRD for actual sale for commercial reuse. 

one Significant factor ^hat must be considered is City of San 

Diego's entitlement ( ^Se Citv would have 
MCRD'S location adjacent to the a^fport, City wou 
ample justification to zone the property solely lor^r^^ 

^^^^J^li tr^aX^Ir'^Si^'puS^Bes with or without 
a public discount allowance program. 
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06/25/91 16:02 ®703 614 7296 



OP-44 



BASE CLOSIHE 



[^002 ''00 




DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OP NAVA.L OPERATIONS 
WASHINOTON. DC 30990-2O0O 



IN RCFLY TO 



11000 

Ser 441D1/1U59785 
25 Jun 91 



MEMORAKDDM FOR a?HE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Subj: BASS CLOSUItS AIID BEALX^IMENT 

Enclt (1) Representative Molinari letter dated 18 June 18, 1991 
(2) Answers Segardlng Excdss Capacity 

1. Enclosure (1) ^^^"^ed - infox»ation wito reg^^^ 
berthing capcacity and enclosure (2) was sent on June 25 in 
;Snfi;. ^th enclosures are provided for i?*^^^^?,*^^^^^!^ 
Se event that sljuilar questions arise during the Commission s 

deliberations. 



4^ 




rennon 
_ CECr USN 
Director, Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to (without enclosures) : OSD (P&L) 
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06.'25/fll 



15:2S 



O703 614 7296 



OP-44 



-»-»^ BASE CLOSITIE 



1^002.00 




OFFICE OF THE CHICP Of NAVAL OPERATIONS 
WASHINGTON. DC 203S0-2000 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 



IN REPLV REFER TO 



11000 

Memo 443D/ 74 
25 June 1991 



?) - - 



MEMORAND0M FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COHHISSION 

SUbj: REVISED COBRA MODEL FOR NAVAL ELECTRONICS SYSTEMS 
ENGINEERING ACTIVITY (NESEA) , ST- INIQOES 

Bncl: (1) Revised COBRA for NESEA 

1. EOLClosure (1) revises Screen Six of the original COBRA model 
for NBSBA St. Inigoes vhich had Incorrectly reflected MRP and OBOS 
costs In thousands of dollars where the model required input in 
dollars. This correction increases steady state savings from $2.4 
million to $4,S million and reduces the years to break even from 
ten to six and the ROI years from six to two. 



Copy to: OASD (P&L) 
ASN (RDA) 




KADK, CECf'USN 
Director, Shore 
Activities Division 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY ^-^^ . 

OfF;CC OF The SEC^CTAPy 

wasminoton. DC. aosso tooo 

25 June 1991 



Ihe Honorable Jim Oourter 
diaixitan 

Defense Baae Cloem and !?ew1 jgnaenb OGBnuaien 
1625 K street, NW, Suite 400 
vtau^hingtcn, DC 20006-1604 

Dear Mr. ChalztDani 

vttiile I appreciate that ytaur GonniBaiGn nust exereiM ineSependlent 
judgenwTt in twiewlrt? cur base csloeure and realignnant reecwuendatifine, I am 
oonoezned tliat deviation ftm our reoannendatiGra vrould degrade milit ary^ 
zeadlnMB, adversely affect the quality of life of Navy families, andnooet 
more. 

Ourii)9 our ooRianteiBiva baae structure analyaie, nuch att entiai vm 
focused an the relative military value of eaA inetallatian to au gp or t the 
projected smaller force structure, while still preserving adequate surge • 
capacity for possible oontljigencies and reoonstitaition. kemmn tothe in 
depth irxmiriM of your staff provided dearer documentation and si^ort of 
ax previous oonoliisiw. As a rMult, I raoain totally ocnfidant that the 
recannendatiora siibmitted to the Oonnission are smnd, oaoiiLetely ocnsistent 
with the force structure plan, anl in the best total interast of the Kational 
defense.' 

our reodimnSatiaia also are balanced with tha declining UxSget. Thus, 
deletion of receeinanfled dosuree would hollow the ranainlng f ccoa by driv ing^ 
offset reductions in ota^r Hawy pregraas. conversely, wm rust no t pr gpaturely 
reduce our infrastructure, given the extended period over vJiidi force 
reductions will occur. ooMeciuently, wa believe that the substitutions being 
oonsideied by the Cennission vouXd sub-optimize the mUitary value intrensio 
in the integral set of laacnmndAtiona wa sent to the Camdssian. For 
exanple, 

e Closure of Naval Shipyard (NBY) Xcng Beach, as a substitute for or in 
additicn to NSY ftiiiWelphia, %iould deprive the Navy of needed drydock 
capability for large ships on the Wast Coast, nsosssitating dtveraicn of vork 
to more distant rtdpyards, with attendant cost increases and major disnjptlM 
to the stability of fMdli^- ihs Oiairman of the Joint Qiiefs otstatt 
recently expraued his ooKasm over the operational iaplimtions of closing 
NSY Long Beach. 

e aosure of Naval Air Station Klngsville or Meridian, insteed of Chase 
Field, is ur^ttractive because it would eliminate surge training capabili^, 
cost more, aid delay achieving initial operating capability of the T-45 

aircraft. 
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• dcsira of i^val Statlcn New Yozic at 9tatan Island vxxad b« a 
tragic loss of anpl* family hauain? and rmi stata of tha art facUltlas, 
idaally locatad for oo-support of ahips hcraeportad at staten Island and nMuday 
Earle, aM tha large conoantraticn of I^aflan/a pezvonnal rasidlng in tha 
Graatar York-^taw Jorsoy Mstropolitan Area. 

• Realignnent to downfliza nAVSTX Ttaaaura Island doas not nate senaa dua 
to tha support rola it plays for ths antirs San F^ansiaao Bay Area Nfeval 
Ocnplox. 

• Closura of tha Kkval Ttaixilng Oantar at San Diago in liau of Orlando 
initially would cost nora, ultirwitaly save lesa, ocB^KCBiiaa tha high military 
valua of oollooating a oajor trmining occiplax with a major Flaot 
oenoantxaticn, and dianipt tha training pipllna for thcsuaanda of Wast coast 
parsonnal. Sevsring oollocation vnuld also advarsaly affact tha quality of 
life of sailors and thalr famUias. aosing just tha Racxuit Trailing Oantar 
by itsalf , as othan hava suggsstsd, would pccvida no savings. 

• Closura of Marina Ckarps Bacruit Depot San Diago, as also hidhlie|htad 
by Gonsral Powell, vould virtually elisdnate aurga capaci^ for zipld zeexult 
training during ndblliutlon. 

Finally, X vnuld lika to aq^hasize tha lisportanoa of the Navy*s 
ccDpr^msive plan for oonsolldatlng laboratoriaB and anglnaaring, fleet 
support and RDT&E liwtallatioM to the overall Integrity of a ttnallar faroa 
structure and ahoce Inftestzucbn. m are prapared to provide \itetever 
additianal brief Inge my be naedad to aa^lein the oo n p leiritie e of tte plan. 

Htoving agonized over t^wee sana alternatives syself , I Imeu hew 
difficult tha decisici* of the Cconlssicn will be. Having reviewKl the issuss 
In dapch syself , I enoouraige you to forvnzd our reoGransndatione to the 
praeident without change. 

In any event, wa stand ree^ to assist tha Ocnalssiian hcMsver possible. 




H. Lawrence Garrett, III 
Secretary of the Navy 




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON. DC 20310-0103 




REPLY TO 
ATTENTIONOF 



June 25, 1991 



Mr, Jim Courter 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N. W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

Your letter of June 18, 1991 questions the Army's 
recommendations for Forts Dix and Chaffee in light of 
our desire to await the results of the ongoing reserve 
training strategy and installation management study. 
The Army's recommendations are consistent with our 
decision to await completion of the study before 
further evaluating the other major training areas. 

As I noted in my June 12, 1991 letter, both Forts 
Dix and Chaffee have active tenants which do not 
support Reserve Component (RC) training or the instal- 
lations* training mission. The planning and analysis 
done in support of the realignment of the Joint Readi- 
ness Training Center from Fort Chaffee and the imple- 
mentation of the P. L. 100-526 recommendations for Fort 
Dix gave us a detailed picture of the capabilities of 
the installations and the units supported. The Army's 
proposals place Forts Dix and Chaffee on a similar 
footing with the other major training areas which, 
except for Fort Irwin, principally support the RC. 

The issue of administrative control is immaterial 
at this time. Should the Army's proposal be accepted, 
our implementation planning process will dovetail with 
the study to find the best garrison control arrange- 
ments. We estimate that little or no manpower savings 
would be realized from the transfer of Forts A. P. Hill, 
Indian town Gap, McCoy and Pickett to the RC. These 
installations are already minimally staffed. Detailed 
workload analyses are required for further validation. 

I want to emphasize again that the Army has the 
authority to make changes in administrative control or 
garrison configuration outside of the P.L. 101-510 
framework and will exercise that authority at the 
appropriate time. 
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I will provide a copy of this letter to Mr. Colin 
McMillan, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Production & 
Logistics) . 

Sinceri 



Susan Livingstone 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics & Environment) 



a hvt 0\V M ^ f^t ^t^^^ 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY Of THE NAVY 
.INSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENT, 
WASHINOTON. DC JO»0-»DOO 



2 5 JUN 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CIXJSORE COMMISSION 
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Re.: (a) Defense Base Closure ana Realignment Co^ission let.e. 
of June 19, 

End: (1) Response to item 20 

. ^ r.;,r^ial response to the request 

1. Enclosure (D is f°^^^|^f„^?aed^^^ ' 
for additional information forwarded oy r 




LINE ^. /SCHAETR 



copy to: OASD (P&L) ^ 



20. Why did the BSC drop the following projects from the OP-05 
MILCON requirements for the NAS Whidbey relocation to Lemoore: 

o 14 OK SF maintenance hangar space in support of EA6B 

squadrons and FRS 
o 50K SF of admin space support of EA6B squadrons and 

FRS 

o 12 OK SF of Storage support for relocating squadrons 

(warehouse) 
o 4200 BBL of POL storage 

o 45K SF of increased medical facility to handle 
increased medical load. 



Response ; The BBC's review of Lemoore 's requirements 
acJcnowledged that it had a large excess capacity at present and 
that during the Vietnam era it had regularly housed 20-24 
squadrons. These two facts resulted in a reduction of the hangar 
requirements by 140, 000- sf. The BSC further recognized that this 
reduction could cause some crowding, but felt that the major 
budgetary reductions programmed for the outyears called for some 
scaling back. 

Similar considerations entered in the BSC's decision to delete 
OP-05 's requirement for 42,000 BL of POL capacity. They reasoned 
that all of the airplanes would be using the same type of fuel 
and that, even with varying rates of consumption, Lemoore would 
be able to function satisfactorily within its existing POL 
storage capacity, particularly since past history had shown this 
to be the case. Any anticipated shortfalls could be addressed by 
accelerating fuel delivery schedules. 

The reduction in the requirement for additional medical 
facilities resulted from the fact that the naval hospital at 
Lemoore is highly underutilized. The BSC felt that 5,000 SF for 
expanded outpatient clinic services should satisfactorily 
accommodate the increased requirement at Lemoore. 

The major reductions in both administrative space and storage 
reflected the opportunities for consolidations and economies of 
scale and the underutilized capacity at Lemoore. The BSC'S 
decision to delete these requirements recognized that when 
capacity is underutilized over a period of time, personnel and 
organizations tend to expand to fit the available capacity and 
that significant opportunities existed for realigning 
requirements back to a more realistic level. This again was 
based upon the fact that during the Vietnam era Lemoore had 
supported a much larger number of squadrons than the current 
loading. 



THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -8000 



June 26» 1991 

PICOCKfCTION AND 
UMISTICB 



Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignnent Cooonission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Nr. Chairman: 

You asked for additional clarification of the Department's 
recommendation to close Forts Dix and Chaffee, while retaining 
facilities and training areas at both forts for use by the 
Reserve Components* 

The critical issue, by far, is the recommendation to remove 
the active component missions from the two forts. 

The permanent move of the Joint Readiness Training Center 
from Fort Chaffee to Port Polk, and the realignment of the 5th 
Infantry Division (Mechanized) from Fort Polk to Fort Hood are 
critical to the Army's base restructuring plans. These 
interrelated actions reflect the reality of the smaller Army of 
the future. The Army has excess capacity in its fighting 
installations. By moving the 5th Infantry Division (Mechanized) 
to fill the void at Fort Hood, and changing Fort Polk from a 
fighting installation to a major training area, the Army reduces 
that excess capacity. After exhaustive studies begun in 1987, 
Fort Polk was found to be the best possible location for the 
Joint Readiness Training Center. Fort Chaffee does not have the 
facilities necessary to support the required number of rotations 
per year to fully train its light fighters. Furthermore, the 
training areas at Fort Polk better support the intensity of 
training required by the Center. If the Center is forced to 
remain at Fort Chaffee, the required facilities investment will 
be greater than that required to support the Army's 
recommendation . 

With regard to Fort Dix, the 1988 recommendation realigned 
all of the active duty training functions out of the 
installation, but left a variety of active duty tenants in place 
along with a large number of facilities in "mothball status." 
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The presence of these tenants, along with the excess facilities, 
forced the Army to maintain a garrison far larger than that 
needed to support a "semi-active" Installation. The Army's 
recommendation recognizes that because of the smaller Army of the 
future, the mothballed facilities will no longer be required for 
mobilization. The active tenants can be served more cost 
effectively at other locations where space is now available. 
Reserve Component training requirements can be fully supported by 
retaining some facilities, the ranges and training areas, and a 
minimally sized garrison. 

In short. Secretary Cheney has recommended changing the 
missions of Forts Dix and Chaffee to be more in line with those 
of Forts A. P. Hill, Indiantown Gap, Buchanan, Pickett and McCoy. 
I urge you to support the recommended moves of the Joint 
Readiness Training Center, the 5th Infantry Division (Mechanized) 
and the removal of active component tenants from Fort Dix. 




Colin McMillan 




THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 2030t-80O0 



FROOUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS 



o - ■ 5 

June 26, 1991 



Honorable Jim Courter 

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Chairman Courter: 

Thank you for your letter of June 18, 1991, to Secretary 
Cheney concerning the Department's position on live chemical 
agent training. 

The May 30, 1991, response you received from the Army 
reflects the Department's position on live agent training. The 
Department's decision to close Fort McClellan is the most 
efficient and effective use of our resources, while preserving 
the Department's flexibility in facing an uncertain future. 
Realistic live agent training is valuable, but is not essential. 
Currently, less than 5 percent of DoD's military personnel have 
an opportunity to train at the Chemical Decontamination Training 
Facility. Having the Chemical Decontamination Training Facility 
in caretaker status allows us to reconstitute this training 
capability, if required. 

The Department of Defense will continue to provide other 
types of chemical defense training to the total force, for the 
foreseeable future. This training will also continue to be 
extended to other government agencies and foreign countries. 

Finally, the entire package of recommendations including the 
decision to cease live agent training was supported by the 
Military Departments and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

Sincerely, 



Colin. McMillan 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. DC 203O1'BOOO 'y.- ; 



«.oDucTioN*Ko June 26. 1991 

LOGISTICS 



Honorable Jim Courter 
Chairman, Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr* Chairman: . 

You asked for additional information supporting the Army's 
plan to renovate Building One at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana. 

Building One is the second largest administrative facility 
in DoD's inventory. Its 1.6 million square feet ^^a'J.^^PP^^^. 
5,000 people. There is simply no other facility available which 
could ier?e as a suitable alternative to continued operation of 
Building One at this tiine. 

I recently forwarded to you the DoD Comptroller's reasons 
for not pursuing realignment of the Defense Finance and 
Accounting Service at this time. The enclosed Army Corps of 
EnginSerS? economic analysis confirms that renovation appears the 
nost cost effective option. 

Renovating Building One appears to be the optimal use of the 
Department's physical assets and its limited resources. 

The DoD Comptroller concurs in this assessment. 

■incerely. 




Colin McMillan 



Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

OFFCE OF THE CHIEF OF ENG1NEEBS 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20310-2600 



1 \^ 



REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF: 



OA£N-ZCP-A 



OASA0.Uq 



H51 JU;4 2l Ri 5 13 
1 9 m 1991 

KEHOXUaYDUM THRU AgCICDAlTT CBCTSTM?Y OF THF ITTMY (TjI i f i F) " 
FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF TBE ARMY FBUKCZAL MAKAGEMENT 
SUBJECT: Economic Analysis for Building One 

1. The Fiscal Year 1992 Amy Military Construction budget 
contains the project for the Administration Building, Building 
One, at Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana. The Fiscal Year 1992 
budget requests Total Authorization of $125,000,000 and 
Authorization of Appropriations of $25,000,000. 

2- An executive summary of the economic analysis that supports 
this request is provided as requested. This analysis was 
prepared assuming a 1991 start and the conclusion remains valid 
for a 1992 start as requested. Major renovation was selected as 
the lowest cost alternative of the four feasible alternatives 
shown below. 



QPTTOW 

-Renovation 
-Third Party 
-New Construction 
-Leases 

FOR THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS: 



WHIT PRESENT VALUE 

$154 million 
$220 million 
$240 million 
$576 million 




End 



PETER J. 0FFRIN6A 
Major General, USA 
Assistant Chief of Engineers 



I • I J ' : *i *> 
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EXEOnrVE SXmMARY 



An Eeanomie Analysis of Alternative Methods 
of Providing 1.584.000 SF of AdodnistiBtive Space 
to Accommodate 5,000 Employees at Fort Benjamin Kanison. 



A. OBJECnVE: Provide adeqoatewoikipaoefitf 5000 peaondcnncn^ 
lequirB proper adminiitinion type woik ^eoe In Building 1. 



B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: 

1. AUnmative 1-Renovatian. This pUn would indude removing adestoa, providing a laised floor system 
in adminittritivB areas of Building 1 and modeniang llie building. 

2. Alternative 2 • New ConstnKdim. Tlos plan would involve coostnicting an entirdy n^ 
^ype ftcHiQr for 5,000 enployees. 

3. Alternatives -TUrd Party, litis plan would involve coostnicting anew building on post and fixiancing 
fte project through a tfiixd party. The Federal Govenuneat would make annual baae payments over dM period of 
oalysis latfaer than pay ccmnniui on costs inilially as in the case of the MCA picgeet. 

4. Alternative 4 -Lease Off-Post Tlus plan would involve leasing existing office ipnee off-post for 5.000 
ttnants located in Building 1. 

5. Altenxative 5 • Status Quo. This plan was not evaluated because die plan does not meet the objective 
of providing artrq i ttttft administntive spioe and q|>ecial use areas for 5000 penoonel. Building 1 requires asbestos 
removal along with modemizatioD of the existiag built&ng to fix d» ' ^'inn^'iwTi'f of die building sudi as electhcal 
qntem, roofing, jmnlatinn, ad windowi, vAich an eidier at or near leplaoeaeni stage or are needed to increase 
SDcrgy savings. 



C METHODOLOGY. Each alternative was studied to detenmne the app rop ri ate costs sssociated widi each qption. 
Tbecosts wen estimated for each alternative and con^tared over a 26-year period of analysis. Ammalpitgect costs 
wen discounted at an 8.0 pereeet rate to cikniate net present value (NPV) and equivalent uniform annual cost 
(EXJAQ for each altanadve. 



D. RESULTS. AUeaativea areiaiiked by Ml pnaeat vatoe: 



Net Equivalent 
Present Uufonn 
Alternative name Value Amnal Cbat 



1 Renovation $154,810 S14J21 

2 Third Party Project S219.902 $20,343 

3 New Construction $239,904 $22,193 

4 Lease Off-post $575,901 $51,264 
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These results iadieite tbe cost eflactivcaesi of (he aUeisttive J, reaovitioa. &t idditiaa lo Ifae remits 
above, several sensitivity analyses were p er fon ncd to lest the strength of the NPV and EUAC results. The results 
above proved tnsesisitive to changes xa the large cost iteaos in this analysis. Based on the NPV results of this 
ecooonxic analysis, it is '^"h^'**^ that the least costly method of "***^«g the recpiireoient to provide ■dminiiliative 
work space for 5,000 enployees at Foit Bem'amin Harrisoa is by noovatiag Botlding 1. Recommeod that Ibis 
piqiect be fimded. '*V 

E. ASSUMPTIONS 



1. II is assimied that Building I will bo ^Hr*"****^ if new ^nwHnh^<iimi tfaiid pnty fiiwmBmg of a oow 
picgeeC or leasing lileniativas wen taplemenlad. 



XIIisas8Bn»dthatifaaewbai]dmgWBncoaamielBditwoiiUboIocaleda$aeeDtloBniI^^ UaDowiag 
fcr use CMitiBg peddng. 



3. II is Mnaedlfaat adequate office ipMeoould be leased olf-posL Multiple locsdoasfbr lbs office 
islikdy. 

4. TtifitSMi for bnng (Altemalivo 4) is Uglier tfun snflstioD utas nsed for olber oost itns. bflation 
an baaed oo OCE Economic Brie&. 



5. II is asnttd diat Building J will cootinMd to be fidly vtiliad (1^84.531 SF). AO altematives 
ooBsider 1,584^1 SF as the aeeessBiy iqoan footage nqnred to OMt the olgeeti^ 

F. SENSmVITY ANALYSIS. 

Large and volatile eost items in the analysis wen aflowed lo change in Older to see the efibets of ttose 
cbanges oo the NPV and EUAC results. If a small change in a certain oost or aasomptioB results in die 
recommended alternative (renovation) being man enpenaive (a btgher NPV ttisn other alternatives), thn foe NPV 
iMults are sensitive to changes in those item^ the following isble snnmsria tho results and cooefaisiOBS of the 
sensitivity analyses 



Percent Chsnge leqoind to iBsks 
Gbst Hem Chsnged Altenative Renovatioa not the lesst eost option 



Cbat to Renovate Renovatiott 4> 104 penent 

Coostnctiaa Cost New Construction -49 percent 
Annual Payments third Party Constr. -50 percent 
AmmalLease LeaaeOffPott -79percent 

Hie degree of change required to reverse the NPV nmldngs is significant for all oost items tested. These results 
ibonr even if Itfge errors in cost estimatiiig occ ur red in preparation of this analysis* the renovsticni option is 
stiU likely to be the most oost elTeetive allemative. 

Dan KU/CEMP-P 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 



WASHINGTON. DC 20301-80CX> 



«»ODUCTlON ANO 
LOGISTICS 



June 26, 1991 



Honorable Jim Courter 

Chairman, Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1628 K Street, NW, Suite 400 
Washington, DC 20006 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The enclosed letters were received from senior leaders 
within the Department of Defense intelligence communities. They 
are indicative of how far reaching the effects of closing 
Goodfellow Air Force Base would be. The directors express 
serious concern over the possibility of Goodfellow being included 
in your closure recommendations to the President. 

As their letters indicate, Goodfellow AFB represents far 
more than an Air Force training center. Goodfellow is the 
premier multi-service joint intelligence training facility within 
the Department of Defense. 

I urge you to support the Department's recommendations which 
did not include the closure of Goodfellow AFB in Texas. 




Colin McMillan 



Enclosure 




ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 



WASHINGTON. O.C. 20301-3040 



lOMMANO, eONTROU. 
jcOMMUNICATIONS 
' AND 

IMTBLLIOKNCK 



June 24, 1991 



MEMORANDUM FOR ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PRODUCTION AND 



^ 1 have watched with considerable interest the base closure 
and realignment actions of both the Department of Defense and the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Of particular 
concern is the addition of Goodfellow AFB as a possible closure 
site. 

Ne consider Goodfellow AFB more than just an Air Force 
resource, since 70 percent of the training conducted there is, in 
fact, DoD Executive Agent training; approximately 50 percent of 
the students are from the other three Services attending Air 
Force-run courses. Beginning in 1985, we embarked on a two-fold 
effort to consolidate all Air Force intelligence training and 
upgrade the systems used to train intelligence specialists of all 
X Services. All told, we have invested over $200 million in 
Goodfellow. 

This consolidation and modernization of intelligence training 
was done with the full support of Congress. The multi-Service 
training environment supports the spirit of Goldwater-Nichols 
legislation for increased "jointness", and it gives us a 
tremendous asset to help implement the Secretary of Defense Plan 
for the Restructuring of Defense Intelligence, which includes many 
consolidation initiatives. Goodfellow includes specially 
constructed facilities to house the highly-sensitive equipment 
needed for our training mission; it would be extremely expensive 
to replicate these buildings and relocate the technical systems. 

He support the retention of Goodfellow as a aulti^Service 
intelligence training base. 



LOGISTICS) 



SUBJECT: Goodfellow AFB Closure 





Duane P. Andrews 
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DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 



WASHINGTON. D.C. 20340- 



3 



i 




U-45/RDT 



I 6 JUN 199^ 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE (PRODUCTION AND 
LOGISTICS) 

SUBJECT: Goodfellow AFB Closure 

1. As the Department of Defense manager charged with ensuring the adequacy 
of general Intelligence training, I would like to advise against any 
proposal that closes Goodfellow Technical Training Center, San Angelo, 
Texas. Such an action would have a very negative, disruptive and long-term 
impact on the entire DoD Intelligence Community. Goodfellow Is a true 
joint Service training institution that teaches Army, Navy, and Marine 
Corps, as well as Air Force personnel. Overall, 50 percent of Goodfellow s 
student throughput Is nai Air Force. 

2. Goodfellow Is the only DoD site for advanced Imagery training, attended 
by both civilian and military analysts from all Services and national 
intelll-gence organizations. This training is considered critical in 
preparing intelligence personnel for joint assignments at the national and 
U&S Command level. The high technology, high classification, operations- 
like environment built over the past decade would probably not be 
replicated for many years. Thus, the relocation of these facilities would 
disrupt the training pipelines of the entire DoO Intelligence Community. 

3. Finally, the Goodfellow facility is unique because of the co-location 
of cryptologic and gener^^ Intelligence training which provides an 
opportunity for an Integrated approach to the presentation of all -source 
intelligence. This type of training is essential in a joint environment. 
The Defense Intelligence Community can Ill-afford to see Goodfellow closed. 




Lieutenant General, U.S. Anqy 
Director 
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NATIONAL ftCeumTY AGENCY 
CKNTRAL SCCUftlTY SERVICE 
forr •tenoc «. MtADt. MAirrMNo wtm-moo 



25 June ld91 



XENOm^UM FOR ASSISTAOT SECRETARY OF PEFEKSE FOR PRODUCTION 
AKD LOGISTICS 

SUBJECT: Closure of Ooodfsllow Air Feres Base (U) - XNFORKATIOK 
KEMORAKDUK 



1. I undeiBtand that Goodfellov Air Force Base in Texas 
has been added to the supplemental list of military facilities 
to be considered by your Commission for possible closure* My 
purpose in vritina you is to emphasize the critical role that 
Ooodfellow cryptologic training plays in our overall national 
Intelligence programs » the difficulty in moving this 
capability, and the damage that would accrue to national 
collection efforts were this capability to be lost or seriously 
degraded. 

2. The 34B0th Technical Training Wing« located at 
Ooodfellev, trains over 6000 multi^service cryptologic 

fersonnel a year in cryptologic linguist skills for all major 
anguagesi intelligence analysis and reportina, cryptologic 
maintenance, and electronic intelligence. This training is 
delivered through the SEKTIKEL BRIGHT system, a $200^t, 
computer-driven training system that is presently configured 
for over 700 terminals and eight mainframe computers, providing 
the primary training device for all linguistic and 
analysis /reporting training. Goodf allow presently has over 
323,800 square feet of SCIF space, and large numbers of prime 
oellection equipment (CFS/CSU« PARSEC, DCS OLLKAN) ussd for 
•quipment maintenance. 

3. The trainino pipeline for most sophisticated 
cryptologic ekills is as long as two years. Ooodfellow is a 
critical part of this pipeline, and the disruption of this 
training flow would have an extremely adverse Impact on KSA's 
capability to fulfill its cryptologic mission. Additionally, 
the need to recreate these facilities elsewhere and move large* 
expensive computer systems would generate additional costs that 
vould probably be difficult to support under the current 
funding environment. 



4. I Btand ready to provide your Commission any supporting 
data that will assist you in making a well-informed decision to 
the ultimate benefit o£ the cryptologic community and the PoD. 

Very Respectfully^ 

W. 0. BTUDEKAN V 
Vice Admiral. U.S. Navy 
Director 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301-80CX> 



June 26, 1991 



The Honorable Jim Coulter 
Chairman. Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street N.W.. Suite 400 
Washington. D.C. 20300-1000 

Dear Mr Counen 

The purpose of this letter is to request that in your recommendations on base 
closures and realignments, you indorse DoD's flexibility to reallocate real propeny or 
facilities pursuant to the 1990 Base Closure and Realignment Act, section 2905(b)(2)(D). 
Wc are particularly interested in potentially transfciring military family housing (MFH) 
between military dcpanmcnts. Your upcoming closure recommendations could generate 
excess MFH that would help offset validated MFH shortages, alleviate quality of Ufe 
problems, and save DoD dollars. Additionally, the Air Force may require long term access 
to the runway at Moffett Field. 

The Air Force considers it essential to have continued access to a runway capable 
of supporting the air transportation needs of critical national security satellites. Currently. 
NAS Moffett accommodates air transpon of oversized satellites, via specially modified 
C-5A aircraft, from manufacmring/assembly facilities at the collocated Lockheed Missile 
and Space Corporation to the launch bases. Transport of oversized satellites is 
accomplished through the use of a uniquely designed Space Cargo Transportation System 
(SCTS) that maintains critical environmental conditions for the satellite during transport 
The large size and slow speed (5 mph maximum) of the SCTS make it impossible to 
transpon over public highways without obtaining special pemiits and attracting considerable 
attention The Air Force is exploring alternatives to NAS Moffen. including the potential 
use of the San Jose Airport or NAS Alameda. However, both of these options may likely 
result in significant operational drawbacks and additional expense even if feasible. 
ConsequenUy. it is essential that.if the reuse of NAS Moffett does not include an acnve 
runway, an option be maintained of operating runway at NAS Moffen in lieu of 
deactivation. 

Wc hope you will support these potential requirements in your recommendations on 
base closures and realignments. 

✓Sincerely, 
Colin McMillan 



06/27/fil 07:50 ©703 614 7296 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE CHICF OF NAVAL OFCRATlONfi 
WASHINGTON. DC 80350-2000 



IN RCPLV ftCFCA TO 

Ser 441D1/1US97854 
26 JUN 91 



MEMOEANDDM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Stabj: BASE CLOStTRK XiXD BEIO^GVUSESX 

Hmti Defense Base Closure and Reallgnnent Commission letter of 
June 26, 1991 

End: (1) HILCON Cost Breakdowns for HAVBIAs Long Beach, 
Philadelphia, and Puget Sound 

(2) Carrier Major Repair, Overhaul, and Refueling Schedule 

(3) COBRA Breakdown for NAS Miidbey Island 

1. The following answers are provided in response to reference 
(a), 

a. Question Is In an attachment to his letter to Chairman 
Courter dated 22 Hay, 1991, Admiral tiOftus stated that the land 
and facilities at Long Beach were rated yellow because "access to 
the port will be threatened by a container ship facility planned 
for the future." We understand that the ship channel will remain 
open and dredged to sufficient depth and width. In what regard, 
then, is access threatened? If it is based on any quantified^ 
assessment of the expected degradation of access, please provide 
that assessment. 

Response: Zhe planned container ship facility is a joint 
Army Corps of Engineers, Port Authority of Los Angeles and Port 
Authority of Long Beadh project which will be built on landfill 
seaward of the existing mole at Long BeaCh. The project will not 
appreciabley affect the ability of the ship channel to physically 
accommodate Navy shiping but will, as planned, create an increase 
in ship traffic density in the approaches to the inner harbor at 
Long Beach* This added congestion can not be quantified and is 
based upon operational judgement that the approach to Long Beach 
will become commensurately more difficult with added shipping 
traffic* In addition, the commercial land traffic, both 
vehicular and train, immediately outside the Naval Station will 
increase significantly with attendant congestion and safety 
Impacts. In general, Plan 2020 will create potentially 
significant encroachment, both from the land and water sxdes of 
the Naval Station. 

b. Question 2: Please provide a breakdown of the 
percentage of reserves who currently drill onboard reserve ships 
who live outside the 100 mile radius that the Navy considers the 
standard radius for a reserve pool. ^ 
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Response: There are currently 3800 Reservists drilling 
al^oard NRF ships • Of this nunber, approximately 200 people, or 
5.25%, cosmute more than 100 miles to drill aboard their assigned 
ship. 

c. (Question 3: Opponents of Kaval Station Kev York have 
stated to commission staff that homeportin? ships at Staten 
Isleoid is less efficient and therefore more costly because it 
forgoes economies of scale available at larger naval bases lUce 
NorfolK. Has the Navy ever quantified this difference in cost? 
If so, please provide this data. If not, can it be quantified? 

Response: Our research has not revealed zuiy indication that 
such an analysis has been performed within Navy. Intuitively, a 
naval station with relatively fewer ships homeported (e.g.. New 
York) could be assumed to have a higher "cost per ship bull** than 
a station with a larger number of homeported ships such as 
Norfolk. The difficulty in quantifying such costs with any 
accuracy, however, is that costs associated with direct ship 
homeporting support are not easily captured within the Navy 
budgeting system at either the naval station or ship levels, 
particul2u:ly at larger facilities that perform a iiyriad other 
functions and missions. 

Such an undertaking would require significant resources 
depending on a number of factors including the level of detail 
and accuracy desired and the scope of the study. In effect, new 
accounting methods would be required to record the capitalization 
costs of piers, support infrastructure, security, etc. 
attributable to the presence of a ship that is not always In 
port. 

In previous communications with the General Accounting 
Office, the Navy did estimate that the operation of the new 
strategic homeport sites would require base operating costs of 
approximately $ 35 - $ 50 million per year. While it appears 
that there may be economies of scale available at larger naval 
basas, potential cost savings is only one of many criteria by 
which Navy infrastructure has been planned, developed, and 
studied during base closure analysis. The military value 
criteria as described in VADH Loftus* letter of Kay 24, 1991 for 
NAVSTA New York form the basis for the Navy*s decision to retain 
that naval station, not the issue of cost efficiency. 

d. Question 4: Please provide cost breakdowns by type of 
project and location for the NXLCON cost avoidance from the 
recommended closure of NAVSTA Long Beach and for the MILCON costs 
that result from the recommended closure of NAVSTAs Philadelphia, • 
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and Pugel: Sound. 

Response: See enclosure (l) . 

e* Question 5: Please provide schedule and shipyard for 
planned carrier major repairs, overhauls, and refuelings through 
2005. 

Response: See enclosure (2) 

f. Question 6: Please provide completion dates for the KTQ 
vorJc listed on the Philadelphia-Long Beach comparison chart 
previously provided. 



Response: 
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g. Question 7: Xhe Navy has stated its intention to 
discontinue the carrier SLEP program. Congress had provided 
funds for a SLEP of the KENNEDY at PSNY (first year funding) . If 
Congress is successful in requiring the Navy to perform this 
SI£P, where and when. vo\ild the overhaul be perfoxmed? 

Response: If the Congress is successful in funding the 
aecompllshnent of the KENNEDY SLEP at Philadelphia, it will be 
done there. The Navy's current plan had the KENNEDY'S complete 
overhaul as a "to be determined** availability. The 
accomplishment of the KENNEDY'S next major industrial 
availability does not preclude placing PSNY on the closure list 
and closing by 1996. 

h. Question 8: Representatives of the Philadelphia 
community have stated that, if the closure/preservation proceeds, 
they may seek the ability to use the shipyard property for 
alternate purposes which would provide greater immediate economic 
benefit. A similar action related to Hunter's Point will soon 
eliminate the Navy's ability to use the drydodc there for 

- 135 
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emergent work. How does this potential action affect the closure 
recoameAdation? 

Response: Kuch of the property remaining after the closure 
will not be available for private use, KAVSESS, the propeller 
and foundry shops, as well as the Kavy Inactive Ship's 
Maintenance Facility will remain open. This extensive Kavy 
comBLitment to the continued use of these facilities will preclude 
significant alternative use. 

i« Question 9: The attached chart displaying large drydock 
requirements FY90-rY2000 was presented to the BSC- Subtracting 
the two large drydocks in Philadelphia shows a deficit for most 
Of the period. Compare this data vitb others provided to the 
Commission that display excess drydock capacity* 

Response: The NAVSEA presentation given to the BCC 
reflected a very conservative approach to assessing drydocking 
capacity. 

NAVSEA 's Data 

^- The population included ships which could be done in 
other docks in addition to the large ships requiring C7/CVK 
dodks. 

— Reflected a requirement to hold over 608 dockdays a 
year in reserve to meet emergent requirements. 

— Used 304 days as the maximum available dockdays per 
year in accordance with DoD capacity measurement 
considerations . 

— Includes ship docking requirements which can be 
docked together as a separate requirement (these were 
also ships which could be done in other docks but for 
efficiency were multiple docks.) 

Other Data Shown to BCRC 

— Assessed the requirement for large docks separately 
from usage. 

— Discounted one empty dock on each coast for emergent 
repairs as our escperience indicated that this was excessive. 

— Validated against actual drydock schedule. 

1 
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— Accepted tHe loss of flexU^ility if Philadelphia is 
closed, but kept the docks available in the event the 
facilities might be required. 

Note: Philadelphia's drydock #3, although relatively large 
(about 1000 feet) , was not considered as it was too small to 
dock a caonrier. 

j. Question lO: With regard to Recruit Training Command San 
Diego, hov many staff personnel are there and hov many of them 
reside in government quarters, i.e., officer family quarters, 
enlisted family quarters, officer bachelor quarters, and enlisted 
bachelor quarters? 

Response provided by ASN I&S via separate correspondence. 

k. Question 11: Please show a detailed breakdown of the 
COBRA displays that show $ 40 million in annual personnel savings 
associated with the clostire of MAS Whidbey Island. 

Response: Since the original COBRA analysis was developed 
for NAS Khidbey Island, the personnel ntunbers have undergone 
additional review by CNO (OP-05) . Enclosure (3) provides updated 
numbers for NAS Whidbey Island and identifies the number of 
personnel planned for migration or elimination within each 
command now located at the Naval Air Station. 

1. Question 12: Please provide the Commission answers to 
the questions in Congressman KcColltm's letter to Secretary 
Schafer of 24 June. Some of these questions have previously been 
asked by the Commission but a good many others have not. 

Response provided by ASK I&E via separate correspondence. 




P.W. Drennon 
RADM, CEC, USN 
Director, Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to (without enclosures) : OSD (P&L) 




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
OFFICE OF THE AS5I8TAKT tECneTAnV 
WASHINQTON, DC aM1(M)103 
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Mr, Jim courier 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N. W, 
Suite 400 

Washington, D. C. 20006 
Dear Nr. Courter; 

As the Commission continues its review of the 
Department of Defense *s recommendation to close the 
Sacramento Army Depot and to distribute the communica- 
tion workload as outlined in our 12 April 1991 report, 
I take this opportunity to reaffirm the exhaustive DoD 
analyses which concluded that it was not cost effective 
to keep the workload in the Sacramento area. 

The base closure and realignment process is 
difficult, and we fully understand the desire to 
minimize turbulence and job loss in the affected commu- 
nities. However, for every job not eliminated in the 
Department of. Defense's Sacramento proposal, economics 
will require the Army to eliminate one and one half 
jobs elsewhere, most likely in Tobyhanna, an area much 
less capable of providing comparable alternative work 
in the civilian sector. 

In addition, the notion that it will take 2 to 5 
years to train people to receive Sacramento's workload 
is not supported by the facts. Workloads routinely 
shift both internally and externally at every depot. 
Training personnel to stay current with improved or new 
repair techniques is normal management practice 
throughout the depot system. Given appropriate train-^ 
ing and management, the highly qualified workers who 
decide to move from the Sacramento area and the equally 
qualified workers already performing technically simi'- 
lar work at the receiving sites, like Tobyhanna, can 
easily be accommodated during the 2 to 5 years that it 
will take to transition the workload. This is quite 
different than saying that it will take 2 to 5 years to 
train the employees at receiving sites to perform the 
workload. 
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Prompted by community leaders in Sacramento and at 
my direction, the Army Audit Agency studied the coet 
differentials between Tobyhanna Army Depot and those of 
Sacramento. Their analysis shows that the cost to 
produce communication electronic repair work in Sacra- 
mento is 52 percent higher than the same amount of work 
in Tobyhanna. 

After lengthy and detailed analysis, I wish to 
assure you that our depot maintenance strategic plan, 
of which the ground communication electronic workload 
is a part, is the optimal approach for the Services, 
we simply cannot afford any of the alternatives under 
consideration by the Commission. 



SincesrtfXy# 




Susan Livingscoi^ 
Assistant Secretary of the Army 
(Installations, Logistics ft Environment) 
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Mr. Jim Courter 
Chairman 

Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1625 K Street, N. W. 
Suite 400 

Washington, D. C. 20006 

Dear Mr. Courter: 

This letter is in response to your letter to Mrs. 
Livingstone requesting information about the Electronic 
Technology and Device Laboratory at Fort Monmouth New 
Jersey . 

The answers to your questions were prepared by the 
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Research 
and Technology and are attached next under. 

If there are any further questions, we look for- 
ward to working with your staff to get them resolved 
quickly . 



Sincerely, 




John B. Nerger 
Acting Director, Total 
Army Basing Study 
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QUESTIONS FROM LETTER TO MS. LIVINGSTONE 



1 . What is current authorization and composition of ETDL? 

ETDL wiring diagram is shown at attachment ^ . The 
fiscal year 1990 and 1991 civilian authorizations for ETDL are 
277 and 283 spaces respectively (Note: LAB 21 and DMR baseline 
data is October 1989). 



2 . What elements are proposed to relocate to Adelphi and what 
« elements remain at Ft. Monmouth? 

All ETDL functions, with the exception of 54 spaces 

associated with development and production efforts related to 

batteries, power sources and Pulse Power Center, will move to 

CNRL, Adelphi, MD. These 54 spaces will be transferred to CECOM. 

3 . ETDL currently has executive aaencv proponencv for POD 
programs. Where will the responsibility reside afte r the 
proposed realignment? 

These will reside in CMRL, Adelphi, MD. 



4. Does the residual ETDL capability go to CECOM or LABCOM? 
The residual ETDL functions will transfer to CECOM. 



5. Provide a final statement on the p ersonnel eliminations and 
savings. 

Personnel eliminations and savings associated with LAB 21 and 
COBRA analysis are shown at attachment 2. 



6. How does the Armv propose to retain mission capability with 
the personnel turbulence (relocations and attritions)? 

The government now has the authority to pay bonuses, 
relocation costs, etc. that are comparable with industry. We 
recognize that the number who move will be dependent upon local 
economies at the time it occurs and we plan to conduct a massive 
effort to entice the people to move; we have approximately six 
years to manage the ETDL realignment in a smart way. The 
continuing downsizing of the Defense Industry will further ease 
this challenge. 
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DIAGRAM 



COBRA 



TOTAL MIL CIV DELTA CIV 
978 = 13+ 965 (+19-210)* 774 



203 = 84+ 119 



1181 = 97+ 1084 



(IN PLACE REDUCTION) 



119 



893 



76 



969 

* 1. COBRA INCL 19 SPACES SAVED FOR AIRMICS NOT SHOWN ON THE MIGRATION 
DIAGRAM 

2. COBRA TOOK THE MOST CONSERVATIVE SAVINGS ASSUMING THE CMRL 
INSTALLATION SUPPORT ACTIVITY WOULD RETAIN 210 SPACES THAT MAY BE M 
CONTRACTED OUT 
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BIODYNAMICS 



COLLOCATE 
MIL/46, CIV/8 
COMBAT 
DENTISTRY 



US ARMY MEDICAL MATERIEL 
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY 
FT.DETRICK,MD 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


20 


34 


54 


TRANS OUT 


0 


0 


0 


ELIM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


0 


8 


8 


AFTER 


20 


42 


62 



ARMSTRONG AEROSPACE 
MEDICAL LABORATORY 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, AFB, OH 



COLLOCATE 



MIL 
42 



CIV 
74 



TOT 
116 



1 



COLLOCATE MIL/32, ClV/42 
BIODYNAMICS 



NAVAL BIODYNAMICS LABORATORY 
NEW ORLEANS, LA 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


37 


47 


84 


TRANS OUT 


32 


42 


74 


ELIM 


6 


4 


10 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


0 


0 


0 



NAVAL DENTAL RESEARCH 
INSTITUTE 
GRF^T LAKES NAVAL BASF^ IL 



MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


COLLOCATE 


8 


54 



TO: MR DAVE YENTZER 26 June 1991 

FM: TABS _ 

SUBJECT: ETDL 

1. Reference youi^^^^) dated 24 Jun 91. 

2. Attached are the answers you requested. They were also faxed 
to you yesterday. 

3. The last page of attachment is the "bullet chart" that was 
requested after Mr Singley briefed the Chairman. 




LTC Lafouche 



QUESTIONS FROM NOTE TO LTC LaROUCHE 



1. Short statement on purpose of CMRL Adelphi & CMRL APG. 

The LAB 21 initiative presented in the BRAC 91 submission 
was designed to improve the quality, productivity, and efficiency 
of Army research and development organizations, while increasing 
their ability to attract and retain high quality scientists and 
engineers . 

Our organizational design for the laboratories was driven by 
-©ur modernization vision, strategy and action plan as documented . 
in the Army Technology Base Master Plan (ATBMP). Extensive 
analyses of numerous alternatives were conducted using a uniform 
set of evaluations factors and attributes. The LAB 21 factors 
used were consistent with and complementary to those used for the 
1991 Base Realignment and Closure analyses, and represent those 
considerations which are critical to increased productivity and 
quality of products and services. 

One of the key elements of the LAB 21 is the creation of a 
world class "flagship" laboratory called the Combat Materiel 
Research Laboratory (CMRL). If approved, the CMRL would be 
headquartered at Adelphi, ND, home for the following 
Directorates: Signatures, Sensors and Signal (S3) Processing; 
Battlefield Environmental Effects; Electronics and Power Sources; 
and Directed Energy. Lethality, Materials, Life Sciences, and 
Simulation/Modeling/Assessroent Directorates of CMRL would be 
located at Aberdeen Proving Ground, HD, where extensive test and 
ratnge capabilities already exist. 

One objective is to significantly improve the quality and 
efficiency of our Corporate Laboratory system yet move as few 
people as possible (minimized personnel cost and turbulence) and 
require the least amount of costly construction. The solution 
was the two sites of Adelphi and Aberdeen Proving Ground. The 
bulk of the personnel were already at one of these two sites and 
the facility costs were the lowest for that combination. But, 
primarily there were significant technological advantages. It 
allowed for the clustering of electronic related technologies at 
one site. This meant that the Army would have the ability to 
collocate technologies and focus on the ability to see and 
provide command and control in a battlefield environment. It 
brought together the research of small electronic devices along 
with their power sources for the purpose of developing new 
sensors that relied upon optics, acoustics, and radar. With the 
incorporation of the battlefield environment effects 
technologies, it added the necessary elements for incorporating 
the atmospheric effects into the design of sensors. 



At Aberdeen Proving Ground, it enabled the Army to bring 
together materials with lethality and survivability to address 
the "materials" aspects of surviving on the battlefield along 
with the assessment of vulnerabilities. The primary difference 
between the two sites is that Adelphi focuses on electronic 
elements and Aberdeen focuses primarily on materials related 
technologies. The other Aberdeen elements were left in place to 
minimize costs and to provide the advanced computing and human 
effects related elements for all the other technologies for both 
sites. The sites are less than one and a half hours drive apart. 



-2 . Short statement on ETDL residual mission at Ft. Monmouth - 
CECOM. 

a. Will it become part of CECOM? 

b. What "branches" and "functions" remain? 

Fifty- four ETDL spaces do not move to CMRL, Adelphi, MD. 
These spaces are associated with development and production 
efforts related to batteries, power sources and Pulse Power 
Center. They will be transferred to CECOM, Ft. Monmouth, NJ. 



3 . ETDL authorization and wiring diagram, 
a. What branches and functions move? 

ETDL wiring diagram is shown at attachment 1 . The fiscal 
year 1990 and 1991 civilian authorizations for ETDL are 277 and 
283 spaces respectively (Note: LAB 21 and DMR baseline data is 
October 1989). All functions not associated with development and 
production efforts for batteries and power sources will move to 
CMRL, Adelphi, MD. 



4. COBRA explanation vs. LABCOM briefs. 

a. Vitali shows 788 personnel savings. 

b. COBRA shows 969 personnel savings. 

c. Migration chart shows $48. 5M personnel savings. Whv is 
average salary so hioh? 

Mr. Vitali 's chart showed 774 CMRL civilian space savings, 
consistent with the COBRA analysis. Personnel eliminations and 
savings associated with LAB 21 and COBRA analysis are shown at 
attachment 2. The salary rate of $48. 5M is based on actual 
experience in Army laboratories. The figure which includes 
salary and benefits includes scientists and engineers who are 
paid more than administrative and clerical workers. 
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5. ETDL has POD executive agency for electronics miss ion like 

flat panel display & frequency control timin g, plus others - 
Who will do that in future - CECOM or CMRL? 

These will reside in CMRL, Adelphi, MD. 



6. Comment on laser work moved to Ft. Belvoir in 85? Only 10% 
of people moved - how does Armv expect to mai ntain readiness 
if 19% pBoye? 

The concern seems to be that only 10% will move. We do not 
ihink that that will be the case. The government now has the 
authority to pay bonuses, relocation costs, etc. that are 
comparable with industry. We recognize that the number who move 
will be dependent upon local economies at the time it occurs and 
we plan to conduct a massive effort to entice the people to move; 
we have approximately six years to manage the ETDL realignment in 
a smart way. The continuing downsizing of the Defense industry 
will further ease this challenge. 



7. Comment on Corporate Labs are moving to sy stems approach 
(true?) and Armv is moving to materiel - dichotomy? 

The Army proposes to streamline and improve its current 
corporate laboratory system: the geographically dispersed LABCOH. 
Our corporate laboratory must be aligned with those key 
technologies most important to the Army of the 21st century, as 
documented in the' vision and strategy of the Army Technology Base 
Master Plan. The Army is undergoing this consolidation to take a 
systems approach to the technology development and integration 
essential to the Army advanced systems and concepts of the 
future. That is one of the fundamental tenets for consolidating 
related technologies. This consolidation will enhance the 
flexibility, synergism and application of the critical mass of 
resources . 



8. Why is it more expensive to leave ETDL Ft. Mo nmouth? 

All CMRL options which left ETDL at Ft. Monmouth were more 
expensive for the total CMRL cost. To leave ETDL at Ft. Monmouth 
would be suboptimizing. We must collocate ETDL with the other 
Adelphi, HD elements in order to achieve a true Sensors, Signal 
Porcessing and Signatures Directorate and program. 
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KLEC IRONICS TECHNOLOGY & DEVICES LABORATORY 



Resource Managcmcut 

omce 

R&D AcquisitiaB Office 



DIRECTOR 

• ikputjf lur Oevelopmcnl Ik 0|is. 

• AaivSeS^M Pragram Maiuignr 



EJeclranc Devices Rnarcfa DiYi 

• Enxxgiag Tedmologies Office 

• Electronic MaicriabABodi 

• Solid Slate Elcctromcs Bnmch 

• rrequcficy Control & Timing Branch 

• Integrated Device Technology Bnmch 



Microdectnmics/Display Divisioii 

• Qrcdts & Subsystems Design Branch 

• IniegmfeDd Gircnils Bcanch 

• Microelccironic Subsystems 

Dcvelopmcot Bnncfa 

• Display Devices & Technology Branch 



[ 



Senior Research Scientist for 
Physical Sdenoes 



Micramve & Sigpal Proeessine 
Devkn Division 

• MidDwavc/Ughtwave Bnmch 

• Analog Signal Processing Devices Branch 

• Mifnowavc/Kfiliimeter Wave Tubes 

Branch 

• PuIdc Power Technology Branch 



Pknvcr Sources Diviaioii 

• Chemicd Reseaich Branch 

• Battety Devdopaieiii/ 

Eog^iecriiig Devdopmeat Branch 

• Power Sources Systems Bnmch 



J 



Reliability^ Logistics & 
Standardization Division 

• Standanfizalion & Parts Control Branch 

• Rel., Test & Quality Assurance Branch 

• Operations Engineering Branch 

• System Support Team 



LAB 21 SPACES ELIMINATED 



CMRL 



MRDC 



COE 



MIGRATION 
DIAGRAM 



COBRA 



TOTAL MIL CIV DELTA CIV 
978 = 13+ 965 (+19-210)* 774 



203 = 84+ 119 



1181 = 97+ 1084 



(IN PLACE REDUCTION) 



119 



893 



76 



969 



* 1. COBRA INCL 19 SPACES SAVED FOR AIRMICS NOT SHOWN ON THE MIGRATION 
DIAGRAM 

2. COBRA TOOK THE MOST CONSERVATIVE SAVINGS ASSUMING THE CMRL ^'.^^^'i, 
INSTALLATION SUPPORT ACTIVITY WOULD RETAIN 210 SPACES THAT MAY BE 



CONTRACTED OUT 



■■'-ifis 









CMRL REALIGNMENTS ADELPHl LABORATORY CENTER^ MD^ 



crNTCK rou night vision 

AN!) ELECTRO-OPTICS, 

rrBnivoiR, va 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEIORF. 


29 


446 


475 


1 RANs our 


12 


100 


112 


EL1M 


1 


0 


1 


1 RANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTIR 


u 


34€ 


362 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BErORE 


3 


190 


193 


IRANSOUr 


1 


46 


47 


FLIM 


0 


SI 


B] 


IRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFIIR 


2 


' 63 


6S 



ARMAMENT RDEC 
PICATINN Y ARSENAU NI 



MIL 



av TOT 



BEFORE 
TKANS OUT 
EUM 
TRANS IN 
AFTER 



79 3^S .3,924 

0 0 0 

0 .0 0 

0 30 30 

79 Jjn$ 3^54 



ATMOSPHERIC SCIENCES 
LABORATORY, 
VVI iril: SANDS MI9BIURANG^, 
NM 






MISSILE RDEC 






HUNTSVILLE,AL 






MIL 


av 


Tor 


BEFORE 


76 




1,733 


TRANS OUT 0 


0 


0 


EUM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


0 


30 


30 


AFTER 


76 




1,763 




ADELPH! LABORATORY CENTER 




ADELPHL MD 






MIL 


av 


TOT 


BEFORE 


30 


1,294 


1,332 


TRANS our 


11 


119* 


130 


ELIM 


9 


467 


476 


TRANS IN 


14 


447 


461 


AFTER 


32 


1,155 


1,1B7 




HARRY DIAMOND LABS & INSTALLATION 


SPT ACT- 


WOODBRIDGE RES FAOLTn' 




WOODBRIDGE, VA 






MIL 


av 


TOT 


BEFORE 


0 


90 


90 


TRANS OUT 


0 


90 


90 


EUM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


0 


0 


0 



TACOM RDEQ UEFROrr, MI 
PROPULSION (21 SPACES) 
TO NASA-LEWIS, OH 



I 



NASA (AVSCOMONLY) 





MIL 


CIV 


lOI 


BEFORE 


0 


41 


4t 


TRANS OUT 


0 


0 


0 


EUM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


1 


20 


21 


AFTER 


1 


61 


(2 



ELECTRONICS TECHNOLOGY j 
AND DEVICES LABORATORY 
FT MONMOUTH, N| 



BEFORE 
IIUNSOUT 
ELIM 
TRANS IN 
AFTER 



MIL 

1 
1 

0 
0 
0 



CIV TOI 



277 
211 

12 
0 

54' 




• Inclodct TPM (30 tpacctt to AlcMndrin, VA 

Indttda 39 tpatct to bt Imufcned to CECOM, Ft Monmoalh. NJ 

NOTE: RDEC - Research, Development uid Engineering Cenler 



DEFENSE NUCLEAR AGENCY 
ADELPHL MD 





Mil. 


CIV 




BEFORE 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS OUT 


0 


0 


0 


EUM 


0 


0 


0 


TKANS IN 


0 


29 


29 


AFTER 


0 


29 


29 



CMRL REALIGNMENTS -ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, Md| 



NASA (AVSCOM ONLY), 
LANGLEYAFB,VA 





MIL 


av 


TOT 


BEFORE 


1 


42 


43 


TKANS OUT 


0 


0 


0 


ELIM 


0 


0 


0 


TKANS IN 


0 


20 


20 


AntR 


1 


62 


63 



i 



MATERIALS TECHNOLOGY 
LABORATORY, 
WATERTOWN, MASS 





MIL 


av 


TOT 


BEFORE 


8 


536 


544 


TKANS OUT 


6 


205 


211 


EUM 


2 


331 


333 


1KANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFIIR 


0 


0 


0 



ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MD 
BallisHc Research Lab, Human Engineering 
Lab, VutnerabiUly/LelhaUty Assessment 
Mgml Office, Chemical RDEC* 





MIL 


av 


TOT 


BEFORE 


* > 50 


9S3 


1,033 


TKANS Oin* 


2 


15 


17 


EUM 


1 


47 


48 


TRANS IN 


IS 


279 


294 


AFTER 


62 


UOO 


1,262 



I 



BELVOIR RDEC 
FrBELVOIR,VA 



MIL av TOT 



BEFORE 


46 


890 


936 


TKANS OUT 


4 


40 


44 


EUM 


0 


7 


7 


TKANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


42 


843 


88$ 



* CK DEC shown only for IraMfcr of 50 civilian 2 military tpacM to CMKL 
NOTE: RDEC - Research, Dtirtlopmcnl & Engineering Center 



ARMY RESEARCH INSTITLTTE 
ALEXANDRIA, VA 



MIL av TOT 



BEFORE 
TRANS our 
EUM 
TKANS IN 
AFTBR 



16 

3 
0 
0 
13 



311 
S4 

20 
0 

237 



327 
57 
20 
0 

250 



NATICK RDEC 
NATICK, MASS 




MIL 


CIV 


Tor 1 


BEFORE 


82 


902 


964 


TRANS OUT 


0 


0 


0 


EUM 


0 


0 


0 


TKANS IN 


0 


15 


15 


AFTER 


82 


917 


999 1 



15 APR » 1300 



MEDICAL LAB21/RELIANCE REALIGNMENTS 



PAGE 1 OF 2 



4r 



INSTITUTE OF SURCICAL RESEARCH 
FT. SAM HOUSTON, TX 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


153 


74 


227 


TRANS OUT 


0 


0 


0 


ELIM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


29 


8 


37 


AFTER 


182 


82 


264 



MlL/29,CIvy8 
TRAUMA 
RESEARCH 
^ 



MIL/17, CIV/16 
BLOOD 
RESEARCH 



NAVAL MEDICAL RESEARCH 
INSTITUTE 
BETHESDA,MD 



COLLOCATE 



MIL 
17 



av 

16 



TOT 

33 



COLLOCATE 
65 NAVY 
BILLETS 
INFECTIOUS 
DISEASE RES. 



LETTERMAN ARMY INSTITUE 
OF RESEARCH 

PRESIDIO OF SAN FRANCISCO. CA 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


113 


107 


220 


TRANS OUT 


57 


54 


111 


ELIM 


56 


53 


109 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


0 


0 


0 



WALTER REED ARMY INSTITUTE 
OF RESEARCH 
WASHINGTON, DC 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


355 


383 


738 


TRANS OUT 


2 


5 


7 


ELIM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


353 


378 


731 


COLLOCATE 


32 


33 


65 



NAVAL AEROSPACE MF.DICA I 
RESEARCH LARORATORY 
PENSACOLATL 



COLLOCATE 
MIUlI,ClV/30 

LASER 
BIOEFFECTS 





MIL 


CIV 


TO I 


IJEFORE 


40 


54 


94 


TRANS OUT 


2 


15 


17 


ELIM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


38 


39 


f.7 



COLLOCATF 
MIU2, CIV/15 

MICROWAVE niOEKFEi IS 



ICOLLOCATK 
MlL/2, CIV/S 
MICROWAVE 
BIOEFFECTS 



USAF SCHOOL OF AEROSPAt F 
MFDICINK 
BROOKS AFB.TX 



COLLOCATE 



MIL 



15 



CIV 



50 



65 



COLLOCATK 
4 (TV USAF Ali i II 
HEATIMIYSIOLDCiV 



US ARMY RESEARCH INSTITUl V. 
OF ENVIRONMENTAL MEDICINK 
NATICK.MA 





MIL 


CIV 


lor 


BEFORE 


76 


92 


16S 


TRANS OUT 


0 


0 


0 


ELIM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


76 


92 


UiH 


COLLOCATE 


0 


4 


4 



MEDICAL LAB21/RELIANCE REALIGNMENTS 
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BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH & 
DEVELOPMENT LABORATORY 
Fr.DETRICK,MD 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


26 


93 


119 


TRANS OUT 


9 


38 


47 


ELIM 


17 


55 


72 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


0 


0 


0 



ARMY AEROMEDICAL RESEARCH 



LABORATORY 
FT.RUCKER^AL 




MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


70 


68 


138 


TRANS OUT 


1 


2 


3 


ELIM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


69 


66 


135 



INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH 
WASHINGTON, DC 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


57 


19 


76 


TRANS OUT 


46 


8 


54 


ELIM 


11 


11 


22 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


0 


0 


0 
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MEDICAL 
MATERIEL 



COLLOCATE 
MlL/9, CIV/30 
ENVIRN/OCCUP. 
TOXICOLOGY 



COLLOCATE 
MlL/1, CIV/2 
BIODYNAMICS 



COLLOCATE 
MIL/46, CIV/8 
COMBAT 
DENTISTRY 



US ARMY MEDICAL MATKRIEL 
DEVFXOPMENT ACTIVrrV 
FT. DETRICK,MO 





MIL 


av 


TOT 


BEFORE 


20 


34 


54 


TRANS OUT 


0 


0 


0 


ELIM 


0 


0 


0 


TRANS IN 


0 


8 


8 


AFTER 


20 


42 


62 



ARMSTRONG AEROSPACE 
MEDICAL LABORATORY 
WRIGHT-PATTERSON, AFB, OH 



COLLOCATE 



MIL 
42 



CIV 
74 



TOT 
116 



COLLOCATE MIL/32, ClV/42 
BIODYNAMICS 



NAVAL BIODYNAMICS LABORATORY 
NEW ORLEANS, LA 





MIL 


CIV 


TOT 


BEFORE 


37 


47 


fU 


TRANS OUT 


32 


42 


74 


ELIM 


6 


4 


10 


TRANS IN 


0 


0 


0 


AFTER 


0 


0 


0 



NAVAL DENTAL RESEARCH 
INSTITUTE 
GREAT LAKES NAVAL BASE, IL 



MIL 


CIV 


lOT 


COLLOCATE 


8 


54 



t 



ETDL AT CMRL ADELPHI 



. COLLOCATION OF ESSENTIAL RESEARCH DISCIPLINES FOR: 

SEEING AND RECOGNIZING THE ENEMY (MICRO-ELECTRONICS, 
BATTERIES, SIGNAL PROCESSING & ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
ON SENSORS) 

.. DIRECTED ENERGY WEAPON SYSTEMS (ELECTRONIC SOLID STATE 
SWITCHING, ELECTRICAL POWER STORAGE & CONTROL, LASERS , 
& HIGH POWER MICROWAVE DEVICES) 
HARDENING ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS OF THE FUTURE TO 
RADIATION PHENOMENA 

SIGNAL PROCESSORS, INTELLIGENCE FUSION SYSTEMS & 
COMPUTERS FOR AIRLAND BATTLE MANAGEMENT 

. MORE EFFICIENT, STATE-OF-THE-ART LABORATORIES FOR THE 
AREAS MENTIONED ABOVE 

• REDUCED MANAGEMENT LAYERING & OVERHEAD 
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^703 614 7296 



OP-44 



BASE CLOSITIE- 




DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE CMIfF OF NAVAL OPCRATION5 
WASHINGTON. DC 203SO-ZOQO 



O 



IN We^tY RCFSn TQ 

Memo 441D1/75 
26 June 1991 



Prom: RADH P.W. Drennon 

Toi Mr. A. Yellln 

Sltbj: BASE CLOSUSZ AMD REALZ6MMEHT 

Encl: (1) Historical Strike Pilo^Trainlng statistics 



l« As rs^xested during our 
week, enclosure (1) provides 
training rates. 




conversation of earlier this 
torical suxomary of strike pilot 




ton 
:C, USN 
Direc€or, Shore 
Activities Division 



Copy to (without enclosure) : OSD (P&L) 



06''26/ei 15:24 ©703 614 7296 



OP-44 



^-»^ BASE CLOSl'RE I2l0O3.'O0: 



KAVAL AIR TRAINING COMMAND PRODUCTION 



1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1963 
1984 
1985 
19815 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 

* INDICATES PROJECTION 





STRIKE 


PILOTS 


TOTAL PILOT 








ALL TYPES 


NAVY 


KARINE 


TOTAL 




692 


^69 


1061 


2450 


665 


259 


924 


1809 


531 


176 


707 


1853 


433 


223 


656 


1650 


401 


192 


593 


1447 


332 


139 


471 


1337 


324 


137 


461 


1350 


346 


149 


495 


1196 


276 


99 


375 


934 


- 208 


76 


284 


871 


320 


178 


498 


1471 


314 


185. 


499 


1482 


312 


207 


519 


1515 


327 


182 


509 


1424 


306 


155 


461 


1370 


304 


120 


424 


1343 


355 


105 


460 


1437 


376 


103 


479 


1480 


315 


105 


420 


1452 


341 


109 


450 


1528 


315 


152 


467 


1474 


*251 


*154 


*405 


*1347 


*205 


♦150 


*355 


*1334 


*265 


♦152 


*377 


*1355 


*265 


♦149 


♦r414 


*1386 


*265 


♦146 


*411 


*1382 


*265 


♦129 


*394 


*1356 


*265 


♦123 


*3BS 


*1358 
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Oe/27'91 17:30 ®703 614 7296 OP-44 BASE CLOSlTtE 125002.002 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY TO - ^ 

OFFICE OF The CKIEF OF NAVAL OPCRATIONS ^ 




WASMINOTON. DC 20330-200© 

IN ncpLV ftcren to 

11000 
Memo 44 3D/ 
27 June 1991 

MSKOBANDUK FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 

Subj: REVISED COBRA MODEL FOR NAVAL STATION LONG BEACH 

End: (1) Revised COBRA for NAVSTA Long Beach 

1- Conversations with your staff indicates they may not have 
received enclosure (1) which revises personnel numbers in the 
original COBRA model foe NAVSTA Long Beach. Due to a mathematical 
error, the original model incorrectly included non-appropriated 
instrumentality personnel. Since these persoxmel are off-budget 
they should not have been included In cobra calculations. This 
correction decreases one-time costs from $31.1 million to $30.9 
million and steady state savings from $99.4 million to $73.2 
million. These changes have no impact on the number of years to 
brea}^ even or achieve return on investment and both remain zero. 



Copy tO! OASD (P&L) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETASY 
WASHINGTON. DC 20350 1000 

27 June 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

(a) Defense Base Closure and Realignment Conunission 
questions for Service Secretaries and Secretary 
Garrett 

(1) DD Form 2136 sheets (Insert for the Record) 

As requested by reference (a), enclosure (1) responds 
questions from the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission. 




H. Lawrence Garrett, III 
Secretary of the Navy 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: After this round of closures and •'ea^ 

SSffiiiSnt capacity exist to expand and sustain training during 

Xn«e'r-"?rs!''AUhough our overall maxi.u. capacity to train new 
JSc^uUs an5 conduct Ipec.alized skill training ^ ^%^«^^^«tiy 
current projections can be .et. There .J^t^^Seri « 

to mobilize the Recruit Training Commands (RTCs and tne service 
Schools Commands (SSCs) to meet unexpected accessions and fleet 
training requirements. 

Current accession projections indic.te the "'Sj"* :":"iV{"o?'"' 

ErfiL^" si^fta: ?r«icVrr.?vi^ 

97. 9K and 81. 2K respectively. 

Present and future specialized skill training -Requirements can be 
«MSwdl?ed but this is predicated upon completing M LCON to 

instructional and bachelor quarters ^^/jl ^[^^j/jS; san 
OHando. With the HILCON projects cornp ete Gre,^^^^^ 
Dieao SSCs can also mobilize to meet increaseo tcm- 
double and triple shifting the school house. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question- What will be the impact if no land sale Pi^oceejs 
yuesiion. "M« closure and rea ignment process? What 

:5:V'!ls for 11 ing your land-value esti and how 
:"e thesfesti^atet usefln'Jaking your return-on- investment 

based on a number of factors, including that adjacenx ^ 

utilities, and so on, we estimated $449.6 '"^ ' ' J"^'?"",*!.^-, 
itc 1 ?4Q acres Return-on- investment calculations 

i:^t5/°u^J"ti; tt.;d ?5i«. COBRA jo|e, W^ 

the closure of MCAS Tustin. the closure will not provide a 
reasonable return-on- investment. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: What will be the impact on the force structure if 

"° '"Lie'r:''"1? 90. $6.2 billion (FY 91 dollars) was spent to 
operate a^d maintain ou^ bases. OoO is project ng > 25 percent 

toJ in funding over the FYDP. or a reduction o a ou 
billion in base operating accounts. In order to operate this 
leve of funding, requirJments and inventory must be/^duced^ With 
p5J1ec?ed fSrce evel reductions, bases that are no lo^f^^^^J^^^f 
Sust be closed. If bases are not closed the procurement and fleet 
operation accounts will have to be "robbed" to operate and maintain 
r Sa es. "his will adversely affect. our ability to support the 
projected force structure. If base maintenance operations were 
not funded, the quality of life for our personnel will be degraded, 
adversely affecting retention and productivity. 
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SERVICES 4 



BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: The Base Closure and Real ignment Act allows bases 
in Puerto Rico. Guam, the U.S. VJrgin Islands and other 
territories and possessions to be included in this review. 
tr«t all bases in these areas on equal footing with other bases? 

Answer- We included bases on Guam in our review. 

e«lSdSd froSl the review because of its unique training mission. 




orrics 






1 


»OROINATIO 










MAMK 
OATf 



















1 NOV 77 



INSERT FOR THE RECORD 




BCRC 




L— •* Mawieu CQMMmi 

aiNATK 1 1 - 


hOUII 
•IMATI 


ISEMATE 1 1_ 


L.NtNO. IMMHIHO. 





BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: Do you anticipate additional closures or 
realignment^ in your Service' s base structure rounds 1993 and 

Ans«r: Ves. we anticipate force structure and ^rlflojd 
changes c!3r?ently outside of the 6 year window of the 1991 round 
which may permit additional closures. 
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t SENATE 1 




u.tNa j..s.»:.a. j SERVICES 6 
BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: Did you consider relocating your Service's assets 
^° "^^j;.rr"'5«;"ruJ'fj!;'i!!ltallations had appropriate maritime 
services-related facilities; none that matched. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: Describe how the three categories of criteria: 
military value (criteria 1-4), return on investment criterion 5) 

iJ Lts (criteria 6-8) .ere used in your respective processes^ 
Describe the degree of emphasis p aced on each jJ^^J"*,",^^?^; f * 

Answer: The Department of the Navy used the final criteria 
in performing the comprehensive review of the Navy shore 
establishment in accordance with the Nations Defense Authorization 
Act for FY-91. Priority consideration was given to the miniary 
value criteria (criteria 1-4). 

Durinq Phase I, the BSC evaluated all installations in each 
cauSory with Mcess capacity against the OSD final c^^t*'';' ^'J, 
(military value), using operators input, presentations to the Bit. 
and other requested information. During Phase II, after 
identifying exclusions from further review, the . „^ 

nlJa nations were subjected to an initia ""lysis of options and 
costs which led to final candidates for closure 
Also during Phase II, after applying criteria 6-8 checking 
bu ?ness-decision validity by evaluating the returnoninm^^^ 
(criterion 5) for each final candidate, final recommendations were 
made. 




BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question- Were there any cases where the military value of 
bases ratid evenly and, therefore, the impact criteria became 
Sectsive in recommending a base for closure or realignment? Were 
anj environmental impacts significant enough to recommend a base 
for closure or realignment? . 

Answer- No. None of the environmental impacts were 
cinn^fiJAnt PnouQh to ovcrride the recommendations from Phase I. 
Phase I mpac?s!whcS include environmental as well as economic 
^"coLX-PPort were reviewed -ly for those ases w ich 
screened for possible closure/realignment after J"" ^, 

eJIlSated based on its military value (Phase I). Environmental 
impacts were not used to identify candidates. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question- Were any local economic impacts significant enough 
to recoS Sr not recoLnd a base for closure or real ignment. 

S!T!er- No Although economic impacts associated wUh 
h!« ^loiure were considered, none of the impacts were 
?°^^;?lcanrinol?hTo ZrATei^e military value assessments from 
Phase I. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: Were any bases specifically included or exc Jded 
from your recommended closure and realignment list as of 
Operation Shield or Desert Storm? If yes. which ones and why? 

Answer: No bases were Included or excluded in our review as 
a result of Operation Desert Shield or Desert Storm. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



n..a«tinn- Please provide the Commission with a list of your 
propos2S"Srr:thre"old'closures or realignn«nts for fucal years 

'An^we?^ '"e under-threshold closure/real ignment candidates 
are being reviewed through separate procedures -h)ch have not yet 
resuUed in any final decisions. 




BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question- Explain why employment was the only economic _ 
factor^calcirated and used for Characterizing the local economic 

^"^"\;:weri'"s"(pL) policy 9uidance of 13 February 1991 

Drescribed- "Economic impact on communities 

?re direct and indirect effect on employment at closing and 

realigning bases, as well as at receiving locations. 

Jdd tiSnally. the Office of Economic Adjustment developed 

comiuleri zed spreadsheets to quantify the employment rates based on 

tSe fomulae aSd rationale used in 1988, with the »dd tion of 

appropriate multipliers to measure indirect economic impacts. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: What was the significance or^^^^^l^ii^^ whether 
or not a ba e recomniended for closure or l""! ^^"'"ent « J" JJ« 
?™ental Protection Agency's ^ationa r^orU es st NPL). 
Was the fact a base was on or not on the NPL a factor in you 

^^°"^i::jr"*isS^rplL)";onrgu?iaro^f^3 February 
prescriSerJhat1^LaVstate.ent and st^ 

seven key environmenta if nstallations. 

SSdiS iSeittfJ^ng whether or not the "ase was on the 
ESSliJonmental Protection ^PL 2a iot a gilfuint 

The fact that a base was on or not on the NPL was noi * y 
factor in our evaluation. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: Are there any of the nuclear-capable shipyards 
also able to support conventional ships? If yes, why did you 
exclude thew from your analysis? . , ^ 

Answer: With the exception of Portsmouth {which worns 
primarily on nuclear submarines), the nuclear-capable shipyards 
also support certain classes of conventional ships. Ail navaj 
shipyards were included in our analysis. However, the nuclear- 
capable yards were excluded because the capacity analysis clearly 
shSwed that the nuclear woricload in the late 1990s -ji^ ^^l^^r* 
nuclear-capable shipyards. This workload includes SSM-688 and cbn 
refuel ings. 
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Question: 0. ,o» '^''"..rs'^et^n/'bl ]JriTAAu. 

°J„U:?:'°i"o' "'"Ihejni^d ..ve been closure c.nd1d.t.. «. 
Mould have recommended their closure. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSIOK 



Question: Why didn't the severe employment impjct of closing 
Whidbey Island (58.3%) seem to have any influence over the 
recommendation to close the base? niher 

Sns-er: Employment impacts «re ""^ <*«^:«**; , 
criteria (environment, community infrastructure. "J^ll^ary ^J^'^^- 
force structure, etc.}. While the analysis did, in fact, J"aicaie 
Severe elp^ojme^timpicts. other factors were weighed and the 
conclusion was made to recommend closure. 
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Question- In your justification for closing NIC Orlando, the 
Navv staHd u'needs "Slightly over t«o Recruit Training Centers. 
rSl^rlnJure of NTC Orlando would bring you down to only two 
center? SoS wouM the Navy then be able to absorb what appears to 

" ?Jl:^r"?en^^uJ^lnrcrpabimy, on average the Navy will 
need slightly .ore than t- RKs Howeve^ ^ ^aSf i dpabimy. 

^-,:c?:rr^ec;s^r?j;?;i;5 -^n r^v^^^ -"^ 

Great Lakes, by far our largest RTC. and one other RTC. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: Define the phrase "high cost , ^"d i n the 
justifications for the recommended closure of ^ong Beach and 
Philadelphia Naval Stations. Does this refer to the hjgh cost of 
living for service members or the high operational costs? 

Answer- The phrase "high cost" refers to the cost to the 
service member. (Screen 4 of COBRA analysis depicts Jhe relative 
VHA/ie? diem cost for each site - ex. the San Diego VHA/per diem 
rate is li-er than Long Beach, «hile the Ph ladelphia rate is 
higher than Norfolk, but lower than Staten Island). 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question- Specifically, how does the closure of overseas 
naval bases affect Jour recoiLendations for closing and realigning 

'^^""^ Answer: Overseas actions were considered in ident^^y^^J 
CONUS closures The closure of naval bases overseas had minimal 
iSSact oS the do ure and realignment recommendations for CONUS 
Zsls ?he vast majoruy of the Navy's force structure Is 
hSiSported in CONUS with overseas sites used primarily for 
deployment support. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: What are the costs associated with retaining the 
outlying field (OLF) at Chase Field? Could greater savings be 

achieved by moving the OLF elsewhere? 

Answer- As an outlying field, Chase Field will be operated 
with IzS mnitary and 42 Civilians. It is estimated that operating 
Chase Field as an outlying field with ground contro precision 
approach capability will ?ost approximately $3 million per year. 
Re?eStion of Chase Field as an OLF is predicated on providing 
^n.tJaZt training that is, ground controlled precision approach 
JcAi clSabiliir OLF Goliad! located fifteen miles north of Chase 
^?e^d,"Ses nil'have a GCA facility and will continue to be used to 
support Fleet Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP). 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: What is the basis for claiming that "air- 
operations are expected to be continued by other 
businesses... to mitigate the economic impact" of closing Moffett 

'"'^^'''Answer- Discussions with NASA-An,es Research Center during 
the closure study indicated that they were P^-^P'-^^^.^^ t"*rthe 
oMration of Moffett Field if the Navy ceased operat ons at the 
?ni5 testers from the mayors of Sunnyvale, 'iJilian 
sin Sise indicate that they are interested developing a civilian 
reuse of Moffett Field if the Navy ceases operations there. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: Why does the Sand Point Regional brig along wUh 
associated land 
Answer: It is 
no reason to move it 



some associated land remain? ^. . 

Answer: It is too costly to reconstruct ($12. 8M). There is 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: What is the basis for claiming that closing Sand 
Point will not affect the conmunity at either Sand Point or the 

''"''i:Le"''No impacts are expected since the resuUing actions 
will crSlu a net gain to the Seattle MSA. Actions are as follows. 

Lose -980 
Gain t-K*58 

Net +478 

impacts to the Seattle HSA would be an increase in employment 
opportunity of 0.1%. 

Additionally, many personnel are expected to rj:»i"J J.J^l'station 
oresent residential locations and comnute .to the new Navai 
pJqerSo^Sd at Everett, which is located in ^he same MSA. Many 
[Z\ people already live north of the ^J^Si^^^^^^^^^^ 

rioc:r;cSoonj;:fm '^i Kinr^rcfn^s; TbS^ccupied 

by military families. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: You expressed concern that coastal -development 
encroachment will make closure actions irretrievable. J"^:^ 
«5«?n lead you in any way to hold bases t at J '° 
support our force structure as it is presently P»^oJ«^^«^„„„._. 
Answer: No bases were held back for coastal development 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question 



Your justifications did not identify the payback 
^ . , you provide 



period required by criteria #5 and OSD guidance. La 
this information to the Commission? -, , 

An^wprr Yes, contained in Detailed Analysis a 



Answer: 
to Commission. 



1 ready provided 




a» J.l. BOIMCK, EXT 695-5144 

























DATI 



















FOAM 

1 Movn 



INSERT FOR THE RECORD 


• 


llfNATl i 




HOUtf 
•IMATl 


AAMio ■iRvicf* cammmB | — | „^^ti 


otMin 

RfRr 


HtA«INO OATC 


TnAMteni'T p*oi no. 


LIMI NO. 


INSfHT MO. 


SECNAV 14 



BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: What percentage of the fleet will be nuclear vs, 
non-nuclear by FY 95? , . , r 

Answer; Of the total number of ships {surface and 
subsurface) in FY-95, 28.3 percent will be nuclear. 
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BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 



Question: Why were the strategic homeports removed froro 
consideration. ^^^^ ^^^^ removed. They were evaluated as if 
they were complete so they could be fairly evaluated against other 
naval stations and the decision be based upon their individual 



merits. 




DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY Of THE NAVY 
UNSTALLATIONS AND ENVIRONMENTi 
WASHINGTON. D.C 30S60-80OO 



27 JUN 1991 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
Subj: BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 

Ref : Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission letter of 
June 26, 1991 

End: (1) Responses Provided to Congressman McCollum 

1. The following answers are provided in response to reference 
(a). 

a. Question 10: with regard to Recruit Training Command 
San Diego, how many staff personnel are there and how many of 
them reside in government quarters, i.e., officer family 
quarters, enlisted family quarters, officer bachelor quarters, 
and enlisted bachelor quarters? 

Response: Total Staff numbers are: 27 officer; 422 
enlisted; and 11 civilians. Residence locations are: 74 enlisted 
in family qtrs; 4 officers in family quarters; 61 enlisted m 
BEQs; 0 officers in BOQs. 

Note: This information was passed to Captain Jerry Vernon on 
25 June 1991. 

b. Question 12: Please provide the Commission answers to 
the questions in Congressman McCollum* s letter to Secretary 
schafer of 24 June. Some of these questions have been previously 
asked by the Commission, but a good many others have not. 

Response: Enclosure (1) is the requested information. 

■ jXOQUyilNE Z< StHAFER 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

THt ASSISTANT SCC«T*«Y QF TMC NAVY 
(INSTALLATIONS AND eNVmONMlMT- 
WASHINGTON. O.C. aOSSO-BOOO 



2 6 JUN 1991 

The Honorable Bill McCollum 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

D«ar Mr. McCollum: 

1 _4.»«>,- nf 24 June 1991 concerning the 
Thank you for y°'i'^,i«"",?%"ininq Center Orlando, 
recommended cl''^"^^ "f^^"^^ wrtiafrespSnse ?o the questions and 
Florida. I P^?;^^^^9 a P'^^^^^Ji^l^^the responses to questions 

rT^nd^rr^q^ re^L ai J ^^^^ 

Washington . Various « ^^^^ ^iU understand, the 

the necessary ^^^.^^^threl ^es^ions will be delayed, m 

rh:^irtL!rra:%rov^dtng cSfei:^ responses to the other 
thirteen questions. 

Thank you for your continued interest in this issue. 

sincerely, 

(j;ic5lELINE f . SCHAFEft 
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1. During what: was th* rctal nuab^r graduates frca '^A" 

schools *t NTC San Diego and how iiany of tiias* went on directly tc "C« 
schools ia Saii.Di*go or •ls*wh«»? Of these, how aany went tc*"C" 
schools at NTC San Diego and how sany went to "C*^ schools located in 
tha San Diago area at other eoaaands? 

Appro^iaately 4/500 sailors graduated from "A" schools at iTtC San 
Oiago during 7!r90. Data necessary to answer follow-*on q^uestiocs 
pertaining to subsaguent "C" school training Is not readily availabia. 
Sstimate 2*3 weeks to recover data and sirmarize appropriately. 
Zadosura (1) provided to highlight what "C" schools fregtieatly follow 
successful "A" school training. Highlighted locations indicate san 
Diego area. 



1 r /I 



V ~ * • 



©202 sac 7343 



TOLLOW-ON "C* SC&00L5 FOR ZKXriAI, SiCILI. 2L&TI>iG pr?£Z.i:KZS 



1.3 l4 



RATZN3 piN 

A3 0-601-271; 

D-AO i*27l5 
0-601-2710 
£-601-0310 

D-601-<'4S0 
£-601-0420 
D-601-lliO 

5-601-1510 
D-60l-<)7l0 
e-60i-O7l0 
E-aOl-ietO 
0-601- 16 IZ 
£-601-1612 
0«'60 1-06 1 1 
E-60 1-06 1 1 
D-601-i6ii 
5-601-1611 
D-601-i7l0 
5-60 1-1710 
0-601-2210 
D-601-0911 
-601-0911 
0-601-Oatl 
-601-0811 
0-60 1-05 to 

e-6ci-osio 

:-60l-2410 
D-601-2010 
0-601-2717 
d-600-2724 
E*6C1-OSIO 

AE D-602-2752 
D*-602-27S8 
0*602-2750 
0-^1-0310 
Z>-602*-0380 
ff««02-O3S0 
E-602-2351 
0-602-0450 
D-602-04S6 
. *-^E-602-0456 
' e-602-lS5l 
D-602-0751 
E-^2-075l 
E-602-18S1 
0-602-1650 
E-602-L630 
D-602-C650 
£-602-0650 
0-602-1652 



CSP SHORT TXTuS 

£343 CHS^c PP/«^£L SYS 

133 2 rtHS3£ P'r/ff:Si_ SYS 

4 lis RHZZ P/P ft£L SYS 

908H ESClPF^ftELSYSPL 

82SU ECIJO P-P/REL 

S47A C130 r'P/^SL SYS 

92»:^S 3130 PP /RSL 

5722 P3 PP/ltSL SYS 

524F P5 PP/RCL SYS 

Sllfl A7£ PwR PLANTS 

57T1 A6 PP/RCL SYS 

544^1 A6 PP/?^ SYS 

909E AD POWER PLANTS 

7023 Fl44*/o PP SYS 

914»\ Fl4A*/0 PPO PL 

e28H FAI8 PP/ftHL SYS 

S23S FA 18 P/P R3, SYS 

4I6W F 14 PP/RSL SYS 

524H P/PRELSYS8PEC PL 

194C S3 POWER PLANTS 

547A S3A POWER PLANTS 

8 ISC A-5 PWft PLANTS 

54 IN 5H2 PP/REL SYS 

325P SH2 AO PIPE 

865 A SK808 PP/ftEL SYS 

84rA PP/REL SYS ttAiNT 

57*9 SH3 PP /RSL SYS 

S24D aW3-3 POWER PLANT 

47 IF H46.^P REL SYS 0 

809Q UHIM PP/REL SYS 

ia6H ATtCK HSCH SYS 

6864 AKCn CONF28 

8M-3 POWER PLANT 

e34C CHS5E ELECT /INST 

l«6E nHS55 S/I SYS 

411C RH53 ELECT/2NST 

223A E2/C2 PP/REL SYS 

4208 E2C E/Z 8Y8 

90eE E2CELECrNSTSYSPL 

908C C2 ELEC/ZNS75YSPL 

8287 EC130 E/t 

e47X C130 ELEC/INST 

920ft C150 ELEC/INST 

•.514L ATE ELECT/INST 

5776 A6 E/: SYS 

532X A6 E/I SYS 

909F AE ELECT INST 

7030 F140 ELECT SYS 

920Y f;4d Electric pl 

7030 FL4D ELECT SYS 

B25V PAIS E/: SYS 

41BT F14 5LEC SYS 
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93<!>3 




39 


S304 


pCI 12 




£30 Ij 






8217 
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e3:a 


V3 4., 


— CI 


9318 
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4 


8319 


VP 30 


60 


5319 


VP 31 


7,7- 


B327 


VA 122 


5a 


8331 


VA 


74 
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VA 123 


79 


8332 


VAQ 129 


AS 


6335 


VF XOI 


53 


8335 


VF 124 


4iS 


8342 


VFA 106 
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VFA 123 


57 


6345 


VF 101 


50 


8345 


VF 124 


54 


8346 


VS 27 


54 


8546 


VS 41 


S7 


8557 


VAQ 33 


50 


8375 


KSU 30 
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8575 




S i 


3576 


KSL 40 


65 


8376 




78 


8377 




S3 


8377 


W5 10 


7& 


8379 




59 


6380 


HC 16 




6391 


MTJ 12 


79 


8391 


HPl 12 


3! 


8377 


68 


8303 


MK 12 




8303 


HP1 12 


i«-i 


8304 


Hrt 12 


120 


6305 


vAUl :2o 


7 1 


6306 


VAW 120 


92 


8306 


VAW 1 10 


lie 


8507 


VAU 110 


6o 


8317 


VQ 4 


1 10 


6313 


vq^ 


S9 


6318 


VA 122 


107 


8327 


79 


6331 


VA 42 


:ii 


9331 


VA 128 


119 


8352 


VAQ 129 


95 


B335 


VF 101 


92 


6333 


VF 124 


£6 


8S3S 


VF 101 


92 


8542 


VFA 12S 


93 


8545 


VF lOl 
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£-602- 1730 

D-602-0851 

D-e02-0550 
E-602-OS50 

£-•02-2*50 
S-b02-20S0 



CDF- 

229K 
4122 
917V 
54 IT 
3250 

S7S5 

^18X 
47 IE 

eo9s 

17ST 



S- 2-C260 


908F 


D- .>04A0 


82SU 


*-04*5 


8496 


0-6s .-1141 


S72-4 


E-402-1161 


S24L 


£-602-1560 


71 IN 


D-602-O740 


5049 


E-602-O760 


S32Y 


e-602-1860 


909H 


D-6C2*-06AO 


e28K 


E-602-O660 


C2Tr 


D-602-lo6i 


417A 


6-602- 


524 S 


D-602-1760 


193W 


r £-602-1760 


347E 


D-602-2260 


ei8E 


D-6O2-O590 


889S 


p E-602-C890 


919C 


0-602-2785 


1868 


n*602«2783 


8348 


0-602-2780 


4X1E 


E-602-OSei 


9O80 


D-602<^0480 


828X 


0^-602-0469 


849A 


fi-608-1080 


5723 


e*^602-10S0 


S24n 


E-6C2*l5eO 


siir 


0-602-C780 


46SU. 


6-602-0780 


532Z 


C-602-X8ei 


909J 
828C 


0-602*^61 


E-602-C681 


8238 


S-602-1681 


4i7j 


e-603-l&«i 


S24U 


D-602-1-' 


i93X 


€-602-17 • 


465X 


0-602-2Z- J 


8188 


0-602-C9S 1 


54 IQ 


8-602-0981 


325S 
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SHORT TITLE 

£L£CTSYSr.A:NT PL 
S-3 ELEC/ INST 
Sr C/t SYS MAINT 
A3 ELECT INSTMA INT 
SH2 £/I SYST&lS 
SW2 AE PIPE 
Sfi60» E/I APCS 
ELECT SYS HAINT 
SH3 E/I SYS 
SM-3 ELECT INSTS 
SH-3 ELECT IhiST 3 
H4^ ELSC SYS O 
UHIN E/I SYS 
AWCfl. ELECTRICAL 



E2C2 EJ^lftSYS«fti*L 

EC 13: :nvxron 

C130 nR 8YS 

P3 Er-i . SYS 

P3 ENVIRON SYS 
ATE SNV SYS 
A6 ENVIRON SYS 
A6 BDWIRON SYS 
AHE EA68 ENVSYS 
FAie 8AFETY EQ 

Pais safety eq 

Pl.4 ENVIR SYS 
ENV/ESCSY88PECPL 
S3 ENVIRON SYS 
53 ENVIRON SY& 
A-3 ENVI /ESCAPE 
SH3 SURV /ENVIR 
8H-3 3AF/SUR SYS 

nHS3E AF/HYC SYS 
CH536 AF/HY9 SYS 
RH 53D AF/HYD SYS 
I2C2AFKYDSYSPU 
BC130 A/F/HYD 
C130 AF/HYD SYS 
P3 AF/HYO SYS 
P3 AF/ MYD SYS 
A7E AF/KYD SYS 
A6 AF/KYD SY8 
A6 AF/HYD SYS 
AMH/S SYS HA INT 
FA 18 HYD AF/ SYS 
FAt8 AF HAXNT 
FIA AF/HYD SYS 
A/F -^^SYSTIAtN PL 
53 HYD SYS 
S3 HYD SYS 
A-2 /F HYD SYS 
SH2 rtF/HYD WAINT 
SH2 A« H/S PIPE 
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Am D-6Cr2-06S0 

0*602-0830 84^'^ 

D-602-CSeO 5751 

e-^a-sj^co 47 ic 

0-602-208Q SO?T 

0-6Oi-272l iSoF 

AMS ^-602-2785 1S6B 

0-*02-27a3 S34B 

0<*602-27SO 4 1 IS 

S-6Q2-<>4BC B29X 

0-402-0465 S49A 

0-402- 1C80 S723 

E*402-10S0 52*« 

E-*02-lS80 51 IP 

0-602«07SO 445U 

5- 602-0780 5322 

E-602-ieei 

0-602-06S1 82Si- 

6- 602-0461 
0-602- 143 1 4 17 J 
E-602-:«81 S27U 
0-402-1780 
£-402-1780 445X 
0-*402-2260 S18B 
S-60S-098I S41Q 

Jfc 6-402-0961 325R 

' O-402-O880 B44W 

^ E-^02-C«SO S44n 

' 0-402-05SO 5751 

e-402'»24S0 47 IC 

D-4O2-2080 B09T 

0*40 1-2731 XB3F 

AO E*444- 1540 8l IQ 

0-444-0740 5775 

E-444-0740 533A 

£-444-- 1840 9096 

D-444«0641 828h 

S-644^-<642 833UI 

0-^444-1441 414Y 

E-444*144i 524X 

-1740 5478 

0-444-0540 175P 

E^44-O540 J 924V 

-444-0540 *9t9P 

AO 6-104-1551 CllH 

0-112-144O 703X 

E- 112-0430 825X 

0-112-0450 aSTT 



SHORT TITLE t^^c 

SK40B e-F/rtEu SYS 8-374 

AP/ftEL SYS MA INT SZ74 

SH? AF/HYO BC77 

H44 HYO/STR C-L S379 

UK IN A.-ZHrO SYS S3B0 

A«CJi STRUCT /H/tO S391 

MH535 SY3 830" 

CHSSe AF/KYD SYS 8303 

RH530 AF/HVD SYS 3304 

e2CCAFHYDSYSPL E30S 

EC 130 A/F/HYO 8317 

C130 OF/KYO SYS B3l3 

P3 AT/HYO SYS 8S19 

F3 AF/HYO SVS 8319 

A7B AF/HYO 8YS 8527 

A4 AF/HYO SYS 8351 

A6 AP/HYO SYS 8351 

AKH/S SYS PIAINT 8332 

FA18 HYO/AF SYS S342 

PAIS AP MAtNT 8342 

^14 AP/HYO SYS 8545 

A/F HY0SYSKA:.><PL 8545 

53 AF/HYO SYS 8544 

S3 AF/HYO SYS 8344 

A-3 A/F HYO SYS 8357 

SH2 AP/HYO MAXNT 8375 

SH2 A«H/S PIPE 8375 

3H60fi AF/REL SYS 8574 

AP/REL SYS MAINT 8374 

SH3 AF/HYO 8377 

H44 K^/STR O-L 8379 

UHIN AP/HYO SYS 8380 

AWCn STRUCT /HYO 8391 

A7E AftM SYS 8527 

A4 ARfiAn»rr sys 8332 

A4 ARnAME^^r sys 8531 

AO EA48 AR» SYS 8532 

PAIS ARM SYS S342 

FA IB Aftfl SYS 8342 

F14 ARM SYS 8545 

F14 ARrtSYS MAINPL 8345 

S3 ARn SYS rtAINT 834« 

SH3 ARrt/^L SYS 8377 

8H-3 ARIWIENT SYS 8377 

SH-5 AftnAMgNT SYS 8377 

ATS UPNS SYS Q 8527 

P140 WPS CTL SYS 8355 

PAIS FtRE CONTROL 8342 

FA 18 FIRS COrjTROL 83A2 
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VA 42 


82 
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57 
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S3 
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D— 102-2725 




D—^ 02— 2720 
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102-0420 


el2K 
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848t 
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51 IE 
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S32u 


6—102-1823 


▼0^4/ 
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702t 


D" 10«i«'0e20 
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6S3U 


0*102-1621 


416X 


E— 10S*'1621 


8S6Z 
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412R 


D'*-L02'-2Z2Q 


81SD 


^150—0931 


S4IK 
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6647 


E-I0a-0S20 
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54 IR 


E-130-09SL 
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063t 
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nM53E CM SYS 
RK53 C0«/NAV/:DN 
E2C 5AS AV CftSnft 
E2 CB 

TIP2 conn nAiNf 

C130 ELECT flAtN'T 
A7E ELECTftCN SYS 
A6 ELECT SYS 
A6 lueCT SYS 
OATA LINK ICAPZI 
Fl40 ELECT SYS OR 
FA 18 COn/NAV/ECn 
FA 18 COn/NAV^'SC 
F14 AvrONIC 8Y8 
FA 18 AT PJT 
53 ftfiCTRONZC SY 
A5 CNI SYS MAINT 
SH2 ASM SYSTETf 
SH2F AT/X PIPE 
SH606 ELECT SYS 
M60 AVIONICS SYS 
OETACWtENT CPO 
SH2 WEAPON SYS 
8H-S WEAP8 SYS H 
SH-3 WEAP5 SYS n 
K46 ELECTRON KAX 
UHlN Can/NAV SYS 
Mien ELECT TECH 

S3 A8W SYS RAINT 
SM2 ASW SYSTEMS 
SH2F AT/X PIPE 
8H608 ELECT SYS 
H60 AVIONICS SYS 

oetachhent cpo 
sh3 meapons 8ys 

SH-3 WEAPS SYS n 
SH-S WEAPS SYS n 
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8S7S 
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CDP Short title 



NEC LOCAriON 



3T oVO 016Y 3" PRC* PLT MAIn 



0 SERVSCCLCOM SLKS 



CTH A- 102-0323 
A- 102-0322 
A-102-Or21 136H 
A-i02-^D3A3 0«4'9 
A<-102-0S6£ 0548 
A-loa-0357 152P 
A- 102-0237 849© 
A- 102-0283 049P 
A- 102-6325 i37X 
A-i02-0324 137W 
A-I02-039B 3636 
A-25S-0OE2 03 IN 
A-233-0075 191N 
A-102-0244 8707 
A* 102-03^ 0015 
A- 102-0308 090L 
A-102-0565 05S0 
A- 102-0204 4321 
A- 102-0347 lf2H 
A-X0S-034a 
A-X02-05ii5 0530 
A-102-H>370 9678 
N/A 

A- 102-037 1 I 990 
A- 102-0372 1991 
A- 102-0375 1992 
A- 102-0376 363W 
A-102-O377 205X 
A- 102-0351 1742 
A-102-O352 X743 
A-S60-OOB9 C29N 
A-160-OO89 034N 
A-160«'00S2 S2S9 
^-160-0052 3274 
A-160-0052 ' O8IW 
A-160-OI09 I3ifl 
A--160-0S.09 1906 
A-160-0O87 0X9U 
A-16O«0O«7 8606 
A-t9a-0032 4i3K 
A-X60-0103 056C 
A*102-0339 ISSN 
A- 10 1-0069 347K 
At- 196-0030 



WBAA MAINTENAMCE 
HS3F MAINTTENANCS 
ftFTJ MAlNTgNANCE 
OCS riAINTENANCE 
SCSS MAINTENftNCt 
nUSIC/TICC nAlNTENANCS 
TACINTEL flAIMTfiNANCe 
^E8 nAINTENANCE 
08 MAXNTENAlstCS 
cess MAINTENANCE 

OB X riAXNTEhlANCC 
AN/ULa-4 

SUB DSE nAXArrSNANCS 

AN/UYA-7 

ASTW/ISn PC MftlNTSNANCe 

EXTEL MA INT 

rtXT/DSLTA DATA 

STREAMLXMSft «AII^TENANC£ 

BPCP ttAIWTEf^ANCS 

OCS MAINTSNANCC 

MXT/DELTA DATA 

WOLFSRS/ROCKETEER WAIN? 

ELECTRONIC EO <US ARHY) 

KEELAN MAINTENANCE 

UJPEMAN/SEISEL MAINT 

ANNULttT/'DTSS MAXNT 

CHAXNWDRK: MAXrJTENANCB 

CSU SYSTEMS MAINT 

CftXTlCOH «TA TXn 

e»C-'200/2X0 

KY 57 /SB 

KY 97/38 

«QD-2e 

K0D*28 

H0D-*28 



K8-84 

IOr*6SA/75A 
KY-6SA/75A 
ADV tllCRQ MEA5 
CRYP JC6-30 <LIM) 
MOO-40 TTY MAXNT 
SHORE COM SYS MA 
BS8 MAXNT 



9251 
9252 
9256 
9258 
9259 
9267 
9280 
9282 
9249 
9287 
9281 
9283 
9284 
"^64 
9266 
t269 
9269 
9270 
9271 
9271 
9271 
9244 
9296 
9273 
9263 
9274 
?286 
9285 
0 

9271 
1446 
1446 
2346 
2346 
2346 
1444 
1444 
1445 
1445 
1588 
1442 
9268 
14 IS 
4749 



NTTC CORpv STA 
NTTC COftftY STA 
NTTC COftftY STA • 
NTTC CCRRY STA 

^nrc coRRY STA 

NTTC CORRY STA 
NTTC CORRY STA 
NTTC CORRY STA 
NTTC CORRY STA 
CORRY STR 
NTTC CORRY STA 
NAVSUBSCOL 6RQTN 
NAVSU8SC0U BROTN 
fnTCDET SCODFELL 
NTTCOET SaODFEU. 
NTTCDCr SOQOreUL 
NTTCDET eOODFELL 
NTTCDET SC0DF5LL 

^rrrcocr eoooPELL 

NTTCDET eOODFELi. 
NTTCDET SOOXXTEU.. 
NTTCDET 80O0FSLL 
FT. HAUACHUCA, AZ 
NTTCDET SOaDFEU- 
NTTCDET SOODFELL 
NTTCDET SOODFELL 
NTTCDST SQODFELL 
NTTC DgT SOGDFELJ. 
NCO MMTR A KEESLER 
NCOMWTRA KE5aL4ER 
FTC NORVA 

COMSATSYSTECH MI 
FTC NORVA 

COMSATSYSTECH MI 
PTC NORVA 
FTC NOftVA 
COMSATSYSTECH MI 
NAVU LflWRY PREC 
NTTCDET COR LAFB 
NCTCOET SHCPPARD 
SEP.VSCOLCDM SLXS 
SERVSC3LC0M SLKS 



C/L 
24 

27: 
2:2 

9* 

S2 
138 
138 
68 
4T 
52 
19 
' 26 
215 
40 

m 

17 
12 
26 
16 
161 
50 
53 
16 
22 

109 
131 
109 

22 

19 

28 

19 
5 
5 

15 

:4 

14 
6 
6 

10 

:o 

20 

s 

32 



199 



5 
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CNO (OP- 11 6) 



CKTSCHTRANOTE 1514 
1.4 S£? !990 





CZN 






N£C 




CfO • 


























lOOB 




O f 1 ^ 




1-0054 


03 IC 


OB I- OP 


9125 


NTTu COftftY ST A 


CTT 


A-2Cl-«3094 


loce 


SULLSEYE 0/S OP 


9112 


nTTC COftRY STA 




A-23i-0077 


147K 


HF N^'K COLL OP 


9134 


tsrrrc ccrry sta 




A-231-00ZS 


3197 


CT7 D-INT 


9140 


MTTC CORRY STA 




A-231-00S4 


031C 


Ofir I OP 


9125 


^^TC CORftY STA 




S-231-O0OI 


9tOH 


CW COL SYS OF»R 


9171 


NSSA WINTCR HftftS 




S-23i-00O2 


9X0 J 


CW NgT SYS OPR 


9173 


NSSA WINTSS HARB 




S-2S:-CC03 


910K 


CU REP SYS OPR 


9175 


NS8A WINTER HARB 


DP 


A-532-OC1S 


470F 


COBOL PROS 


2742 


nCDEC QUANTICO 






SS2A 


otu SYS noT 


2708 


NKITC CAW ^eCK 




4-551-0565 


2246 


ASWOC SATA PROC 


2704 


FCTCL DAPl USC< 




4-53i-CT94 


221R 


CV-ASWrt 4,2 OP 


2757 


PCTCL DAM NECK 




AFE4AST49 15 l-OOO 


wwnccs OP^ 


2703 


KSSSUSR Ar3 




E1ASC491SX-000 


UURCCS OPER 


2703 


KEESLCR AFB 



DS A-lS0-O0;7 1155 

A- 150-0051 1599 

A- 150-0096 343B 

A-150-<5I09 4349 

A-15O-0121 4408 

A-150«<127 4350 

A-150-Ci35 401W 

130-0 136 402A 

A- 150-0 137 40 ir 

A-ISO-013S 40 lY 

A-150-0139 40 IX 

A-i50-<250 094V 

A-150*0260 14 ID 

A- 150-026 I 16 IC 

A-lSO-0242 16fA 

A«150-C269 169$ 

A- 150-0275 1869 

A-iSa«020O 641C 

J-lSO-0366 2249 

J-150-03f7 221U 

J-1S0-039E 221V 

^A- 10 1-0264 192Z 

101-0264 I94A 

A-150-0095 131T 

A- 10 1-0242 214X 

J-221-0389 0320 

J- 150-^372 462A 

A- 150-0255 i47T 

k- 130*0255 149S 



hfTDS LINKS DS «At 
USQ-20 SYS MAXNT 
UYh:-7 /C8N-38 /DOS 
UYKT/DO 963 PERIP 
LHA ITAUOS nAX^fr 
1;YK'-7 LHA 
UYK-7 FF«-7 
FP&-7 DISPLAY 
DD-963 DISPLAY 
C8N-3t DISPLAY 
UYA-^ DISPLAY 
SNAP 1 SYSTSn nA 
CV/CVN C/P riAlNT 
CV/CVN 021 tIAZNT 
C8/C9N 194A nAIN 
C8/C8N C/P nAXN 
CV-ASwn SY3 nAIN 
TRI CCS LEVEL 1 
A8U0C DS PIAZNT 
FDD6 KAtKT TECH 
4,1 DS PtAINT TEC 
AN/USQ-74 SYS 
ANAi«C-74 SYS 
UYKr7 FHLT MAINT 
SSXXS 'II 
FHLT MAINT 
ASWnOND DATA 
AN/UYK-62 
AM/UYK-62 



1625 
1668 
1667 

1672 
1674 
1673 
1671 
1681 
1662 
1683 
1665 
1664 
1622 
1624 
1684 
1622 
0 

1506 
1654 
1614 
1622 
1440 
1440 
0 

1645 
1647 
1655 

1416 
1416 



MI 



COrfBATSYSTECH nl 
COnSATSYSTICH HI 

COWBATSYSTECH MI 
COKSATEYSTECH Ml 
COnSATSYSTECH MI 
COMBATSYSTECH MI 
COMBATSYSTSCH Ml 
CCMBATSYSTECH MI 
COMIATSYSTECH 
COnSATSYSTECH 
COMBATSYSTECM MI 
COMSATSYSTECH MI 
COWBATSYSTSCM MX 
C0MBAT5YSTECH MI 
CanHATSYSTSCK KX 
COMBATSYSTECH MI 
COMBATSYSTSCH MI 
TRITRAFAC SAN80R 
FCTCL DAM NECK 
FCTCL DAM NECK 
FC TCL D AM MEC K 

FTC NCRVA 
COMBATSYSTECh MI 
rrC NORVA 
FCTCU DAM NECK 
FCTCL DAM NECK 
FTCN08yi&__ 



6 
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O"0 (OP- Lie J 



CDP- 



SHQP:T TITLE 




5- 5P^— X'S3 r::39 dt fis-d dsn tech 

?3.to dt field d&tal 

6- :9s-:-<.nr 3^* dt esltp repair 





A-6«:-ooir 

A»96 1-00:5 13^14 

ft- 10 1-0143 02CS 
A- 10 1-0163 8STS 
A-l*Q-MX»e? 0£9N 

A- 10 1-0163 020e 
A- 10 1-0163 S«7a 
A-102*02?S 066 J 
A-l0£-02«5 066K: 
A-102-O0T7 3&90 
A-102-^07T 776* 
A- 102-0239 42S6 
A- 102-0239 4S>57 
A- 102-^266 0X73 

-102--C264 oias 

A- 104-0 129 7827 
A-l04-0i29 7828 
A- 104*0 162 3S0S 
A-104-<)1^ C18Z 
A- 104-0176 40SF 
A-104-O176 4088 
A-104-0162 3908 
A* 104*0 162 OieZ 
A- 104-0 177 4080 
A- 104*0 177 408E 
A- 104-0 185 8S79 
A- 104-0 185 :i9T 
A- 104-0 179 4S81 
A- 104-0209 15 XM 
^ A- 104-0209 IS IT 
^A-i04-0l99 3S2U 
A-X04-C1S3 S40e 
A-i04-0i35 4970 
A- 102^62 4600 
A- 102-0042 4784 
A-X9e-003X 413J 
A- 198-0032 413K 
A-X00-0O72 550T 
A- 100-0072 06 I Y 
A» 100-0072 092U 
A-10O-0O72 095X 
yA-XOO-0072 266P 
' A-1O0-O073 06 IX 
A-10O-O073 S706 
A-lOC-0073 092V 
A- 100-0073 093Y 
100-0073 8705 




NUC PWR 

N{PPO EL-SCTRICAL- 
MPPO ELECTl^lCAL 
NPP9 £L£rrRICAL 

AVSS rtAiNT 
AVSS flAZNT' 
KY 57/58 OA INT 
KY 57/56 riAtNT 
AVSS MA INT 
AVgS ha;. NT 
FPG-7 NAV MAINT 
FF(3-7 NAV «AI^fT 
AN/SftN-12/l2A MA 
AN/SW*-12/1SA flA 
ANA;ftN-2S MAINT 

flN/URf^25 riAihrr 

Ar4/SRN-19 FAINT 
Ahf/SftN-l9 PIAINT 
AN/S^A-25.86I505 
AN/SPA-25,SB1905 
AN/SP8-55 MAIN 
aN/8PS-55 FIAZN 
AN/SP8-49 MAIN 
AN/8PS-49 MAIN 
AN/SPS-5S MAIN 
AN/SPS-5S HAZN 
AN/8PS-67 <V) 
AM/8PS-67 (V> 
AN/SP8-40 DKTt 
AN/'SPS-40 DHTI 
AN/SPB-65 MAIN 
AN/SP8-49 (V> S 
AN/SPS-49 (V) 5 
AN/SPS«40e 
AN/8P8-40 B.CO 
AN/SPS-40 B,C,0 

Azns iik: xix 
AXn8 rac xxx 
ADV CLCC/CLET M 

nXN SLECT KEPAIR 
MXN CtCT REPAID 
niN ELECT MEPAXR 
nXM ELECT REPAIR 
ntN ELECT REPAXR 
nZCRO ELECT REP. 
niCRC ELECT REP. 
niCRO SLECT REP. 
MICRO ELECT REP. 
nICRC ELECT REP. 



— iSv lit 

— »- OP-44 
Qt'tECSTBAiJCrE 1514 

f^^^WK LQCATIDN 

8707 MCS F?^S LEJUriS 
8707 nZS FnS PENDLTG.N 
6732 iSDAT' HSTDETTCg: 
8752 fPAT- K^ 3ST. -CA ■ 

0 NAVNUCPWftSCCL CP 

3354 NAVNUCPWRTPAJ 10 

3354 NAVNUCPWRT=<AU Nr 

3354 NAVNUCPWR7RAU Wl 



I486 
1436 
14A6 
1446 
1486 
I486 
1491 
1491 
0 
O 

1471 
1471 
0 
0 
o 

0 

IS0« 
1504 
1S05 
1503 
1504 
1504 
1S07 
1507 
1506 
1508 
1509 
1510 
1510 
1511 
1516 
1516 
1572 
1572 
0 

1588 
9527 
9527 
9527 
9527 
9S27 
9526 
9526 
9526 
9526 
9526 



FTC N ORVA 

iFTtnSBRvW — ' 
FTC NDRVA 
FTC NORVA 



FTC NDRVA 

^FTC NQRsJa, 



FTC NpRV^^ ; 

"S gg'ANNS X^Su 
>TC NORVA 

"TrC NO RVA _ 
f gfeC-ANNSjr jSSl 

FTC NORVA 

pTc^fisgxe 

FT C f>CRVA 

FjcJ^aes.^ 



FT C NQRVA __ 



PTC NOKS/A 
NAVU LOViRY PREC 
NAVU lOURV PREZ 
FTC NORVA 
FAKWTC CHASN EC 
FTC MAYPQRT PL 
FT g PEARL KAR 8QR 

r ^K' V ^3 tex -55; 

■^A?53fir"dHASN sc 

PTC NORVA 

PTC flAYPCRT FL 

FTO.^ ^jaia>i»gOR 



08/25/91 li:^^* ®2C2 580 T3'^3 
' a."T2C*TilA-N'0r2 1514 

, 1 4 S£r J3Sfl - 



CNO (QP-liB) 



SuaUr4e CIM . . C&P' 

gr-AE? A- 100-0072 ^OT 
A-i00-0C72 06 lY 
A- 100-0072 C92U 
ft— 100-0072 095X 
^A-100-»X'72 266P 
A»670-0C20 2105 
A-101-«X^2 77^ 
A*lCi-004»9 5'ft7K 
A- 10 1-0254 21*1 
A-lSO-0255 1*77 
4- 150-0255 1459 
^. -101-0250 187D 
A- 101-0253 18#7 
-lOl-OZSB 1^2N 
A-lCi-0209 075e 
rA- to 1-0209 07OF 
A-i0l«-0l3S 

-lOi-0138 4324 
ft- to 1-^1*4 8751 
A-X01^1b4 67S2 
' A- 10 1-0217 0466 
A- 10 1-02 17 066M 
A-lO 1-0043 4814 
A- 10 1-0063 4931 
A- 10 1-0039 A08U 
A-101-00S9 4114 
A- 10 1-0138 4325 
►A- 10 1-0 128 4324 
A— 101-0222 147F 
A- 10 1-0222 1478 
A- 10 1-0258 IB67 
•A-lO;-02Se 192N 
A- 10 1-0210 0S6V. 
A- 10 1-02 10 1718* 
i- 10 1-^264 192Z 
101-0264 i^AA 
A- 10 1-0089 .408U 
101-008^ 4114 
-101-0236 140E 

A-l01-00e9 4114 

A-iO 1-0089 408U 

A- 10 1-0096 4359 

A-101-0082 544U 

A-10 1-0140 9929 

A- 10 1-0 149 4260 






SHORT. TITLE 

WIN ELECT ftg^AIR 
niN EL£CT HePAIR 
filM B-SSTT REPAIR 
nlU ELECT REPAIR 
nZH ei-ECT REFAIR 
RAD : AC MA INT 
AN /FRT-S3-84-8S 
SHCR£ CCn SYS MA 
DMCS WAINT 
AN/UYK-62 riAIN 
AN/UYK-62 PlAtN 
EMC TtCH 
HF SYS TECH 
HF 8Y8 TECH 
AN/8ftO-4 MA INT 
AN/5Ra-4 MAINT 
AM/WSC-3 MAiNT 
AN/WSC-3 MAINT 
(JHF DAMA tIAINT 
JHF DAPIA MAZhTP 
^^5-7 COWM 
FFi5-7 COroi 
ANAHC-4A MAINT 
ANA'RC-46 MAINT 
NAVnAC8 V2/V3 
NASW^CS V2/V3 
AN/W8C-3 MAINT 
AN/1i*9C-S MAXWT 
AN/U5a-74 MAIMT 
AN/USO-74 MAINT 

8YS TSCH 
HF SYS TECH 

AN/SRC-47 MAirrr 

W</8ltt-47 MAINT 
AN/liSQ-74 8YS 
AN/LSO-74 SYS 
NAVMAC8 V3/3 
NAVMAC V2/3 
AN/SYG-7WS 
AN/5YQ-7 (V>5 
NAVMACS V2/3 
' NAVMACS V2/5 
, DD-963 CO«M 
CUD1X8 MAINT 
-I SA8F8 MAINT 



NSC 

9527 
9327 
9527 
9527 
9527 
9597 

1403 

1415 

1418 

1416 

14 16 

1419 

1420 

1420 

1424 

1424 

1425 

142S 
O 
0 

1428 
1428 

O 
0 

1455 
1453 
1425 
1425 
0 
0 

1420 
1420 
1429 
1429 
1440 
1440 
0 

6 

1490 

1450 

1453 

1453 

1454 

1456 

1458 

1468 



PTC N3RVA 
FAMWTC CHAS^ SC 
FTC MAYPCRT 

pre PEARL ^,A><3 rjrk 

"TSSC ■ A NNjjLSDj 
nTTC SAN FRAN CA 
SSRVSCCLCCr. 5L<S 
S«VSCDLCCM (sLKS 
SERVSCOLCCr-. SUK-S 

FTCNO£H£r— 
lac ^ ANC4£2S-^£i'-' 
TFTg^NOftVA 

PTC NHRUA r, 

''f tc NOBV A^^^ 

^c-Atgtf:x.jss^ 

FTC NORVA 
FTC JiiORVA y 

95&. ANNEX 80 
FTC NQF¥VA 
FTC NORVA 
He AhttOEX .Sp 

'ftc""nqrva _ , 




kX.-SO 
FTC NQRVA 

FTC NORVA _ , 
^SSC_AN5!EX.^SP_ 
:iStf:''AN?sfEX SO,' 

PTC NOftVA^ 

TgSC'T'tf HRSSr'SD - 
^-rtTKffiSWS 

PTC NORVA 

sag? ANNEX^SXL 
!85C .8&IKCX .SS 
FTC NflRVA 

-'sscr;ANNcr7S»n 
Ttc 'woKC^eril. 

FTC NORVA 
FTC NOftVA 



26 
26 

::6 

^ 
&~ — 

26 

26 

63 

I? 

26 
26 
26 
82 
75 
■ 20 
26 
61 
61 
19 
• 19 
276 
250 
12 
12 
H« • 
96 
61 
61 
26 
26 
82 
75 
40 
19 
68 
6S 
89 
96 



8 
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CNO iOP-118) 







CNTECET51A2IOTS 1514 
I 4 S£» 1290 



r.*4i IKti 



cap SKSftT TITLE 



LOCATION 



£T ^NF> 



ETCSS) 



STiNAV}88 



0267 

^A-I02-O05* 
A-199-CO50 
A- 102-0043 
A- 193-0374 
A-lOl-<i257 
A- 10 1-0 148 
A- 198-0030 
A-lAO-OOe? 

A-i6o-ooe9 

A-102-0273 
A- 102^0274 
A-ldO-0107 
A« 109 
fi-160-O:09 
A-160-011S 
A-160-OlOO 
A- : 02*0344 
A- 140-0067 
A- 140-0067 
A-140-OCSf 

A-44i-O0lO 
A-441-0012 
A-661-0O12 
A-661-0012 

A-233-0061 
A-S33<0044 
A-239-0044 
A- 102-0249 
A-2SS-00S5 
A-195-0572 
A-193-0372 
A- 195-0 103 
A-19S-0343 

A- 193-0026 
A-19S-0028 
A- 193-0034 
A-.l 93-0307 
fi-193-030e 
A- 193-0309 



029S AN/SftN-9/:S 

029L AN/SSN^/ie 

42S4 AN/Ur?N-2S MAIN 

42S7 AN/UPJ'J-25 MAIN 

3465 AN/iJRr^-20 MAIN 

3S07 AN/URN-20 HA IN 

8744 OnSP rr rtAINT 

5044 TACAN t^lHT 

1B92 CVNS C^S .V hAINT 

179S LKA sxcomn riAlNT 

4202 NTD LINK CT dAX 

4388 £59 nAIhTT 

029N T5EC/KY57/58 LI!^ 

034N TS&C/KYS7/5a Lin 

406T AN/FSC-7B.'T9 MAI 

129H AN/VSC-2e riAINT 

3432 K^50 Uin MAXNT 

IS ID K©-e4 FAMILY LIM 

1904 KE-34 FAMILY Lin 

S12A CRYP ICS-30 DEFCT 

032Z TSCC/KW^ LIHIT 

179S AN/OTC-92 MAINT 

019L KY 65A/75A-USC43 

8404 KY 45A/75A-U5C43 

472P CRVP KI-XA hAINT 

130S NUC PJtfR 

1304 N^ra RCACTOR 

1304 NPPO REACTOR 

1308 NPra REACTOR 

1331 WLR-XKCV5 1 nAXhTT 

414R ESn TECH 486 CL 

4l4f^ ESn TECH 488 CL 

039 J WLR-e<V> BAS OP 

042B BSn TECH 437 TP2 

1718 NAVTSCH 7P2 437CL 

1718 NAVTEC TP2 4S7CL 

449C NAVTEC 594-2 488C 

050D NAVTEC 6^/4e8C 

1740 srr^ 

1741 CMC 

1742 NAVAtDS 

1759 SINS 2-7 TEC RPL 
1758 TftI CNC TEC fW- 

1757 EfiSrVNAVAIDS RPL 



NEC 

1470 '^C.jdMNEX SD." 

1470 'FTC NCRVA 

1471 JX'^-^^^i^ 

1471 .^SCLANMSX:^- 
1473 F TC NQRVA 
1473 S8t&- 4 >NNgjr^' 
1451 NAVU "lSwRV^PREC 

1472 SERVSC3LC0P1 SLKS 
:4T9 COMBATSYSTECH Ml 
1457 COMBATSYSTECH nz 
1427 COMBATSYSTECK tnt 
4749 SERVSCOLCOrt 8LK8 
1444 FTC NORVA 
1444 C0(1BAT5YS7«H MX 

1441 Nscssrr ftsordon 
1444 Nscsaer ftsordon 

1442 N8CSDET FTCORDaM 
1444 COriBATSYSTECH KZ 

1444 FTC NORVA 
1*^3 NTTCDET COR LAFl 
1447 CSnBATSYSTECH Hi 

1445 NSCSD^r FT80RD6n 
1445 FTC NOFfVA 
1445 CCnBATSYSTECH MI 
1575 NSCSDET FTfiORDON 



0 NAV^^JCPWRTPiAU OR 
3353 NAVNUCPURTRAU IS 
3353 NAVNUCPWRTRAU NY 
NAVNliCPMRTRAU Ut 



NAVSUB8C3L 6RTN 
NAVSUBSCOL SRTN 
NAV8UBSCCL SRTN 
TRITRmFAC 8AN6DR 
NAV8UBSC0L SRTN 
NAVSUBSCOL SRTN 
NftVSUBSCOL SRTN 
NAVSUBSCOL SRTN 
NAVSUSrSCCL SRTN 

NAVSSCOL 0tiNEC< 
NAV9SC0L DflNECK 
NAV86C0L DnNECK 
TRITRAFAC BANGOR 
TRITRAFAC lANSCR 
TRITRAFAC BANSOR 



14BA 
14EB 
14ES 
14FA 
14HS 
14R5 
14RD 
14SF 
14TS 

3324 
3322 
5324 
3324 



^^^^ 

3327 



26 



38 

rs 

114 
24 

IPS 
75 
96 
45 



54 

54 

10 
4 
8 

51 
8 

53 

10 
10 
SO 

170 
180 
ISO 
ISO 

33 
89 

69 

38 

103 

139 

159 

110 

96 

149 

126 



150 
134 
1 1*. 
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C.VO COP-:; 6) — . op-i4 



CN^SCHTilAKOTE 1514 - 
14 Se' 1990 



CDP SHORT TITLE 



A- 102-02 17 
A- 102-02 18 



FC "JM - 1 13-0 102 
A» I 13-C060 

S- 10*- '192 
?-lCA— Jltl 
.21— j520 
J-121-C520 
J-i21-0519 
J- 121-05 19 
a-l2l-O029 
5-150-0259 
S- lSO-0238 
A- 180-0245 
A-15O-0253 
S-lSO-0275 
S- 104-02 10 
A- 113-0 131 
A- 113-0 114 
A- I 13-0114 
— J>K-ll5-0i09 
' A-l 15-0 105 
J-llS-0097 
A-llS-007e 
A-ll?-0078 
^ A- 1 13-007S 
M.9A-113-0098 
' A-ll3-009t 
A-llS'-OOW 
A-11S-0C99 
^A- 1 13-0699' 
A- 115-0099 
A- 1 15-0093 
A- 113-0073 
>1 13-1185 
104*<»10S 
A-104-0188 
A- 104-0214 
A- ->4-020& 
A* •4-0204 
A. .^^tUi 
104-02 11 
S-lSO-0274 
A- 121-0 122 



CISC 
014C 
016D 
01^ 
018S 
017E 
603A 
9A89 

9A84 
2947 

036X 
03SC 
0S5D 
193A 

196K 
1S2B 
1342 
1071 
03SA 
Q3SB 
192Y 



198P 
198K 
1004 
154A 
ISSI 
116R 
USD 
212V 
124K 
4S92 
03SZ 
104Y 
lOTW 
ISSZ 
107X 

lorv 

X19U 
051V 
44 10 
118S 
1258 
0320 
947S 
00 14 
180F 
4S87 
198J 

i9ftd 

1381 



SLa-3£ 

£L2-r2 
WLR-lH 
BL.0-17 



0P5 
CPS 

<V2) flAINT 
VVZ ) MA INT 

HAINT 

nAZNT 



EW ELTECH 

SYS TEST EQUIP 



1741 
0 

1 '* 

1734 
1743 
1753 

0 

o 



NTTC 
NTTC 

nttc 

NTTC 
NTTC 
NTTC 
NTTC 



CCRRf 
CURRY 
COftftY 
CORRY 
CORRV 
CCRRY 
COWkY 
CCRftY 



5TA 
STA 
£TA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 
STA 



«K 92 nOO 6 SIFP 1101 

FCS MK 92 PIASNT 1102 

res nK 92 MAINT 1102 

PCS/QRT CS 47-44 1104 

RADAR SYP-lA 1107 

TCnAHAWK VLB 1110 

TOMAHAWK VLS 1110 

TOMAHAWK SURF 1112 

TOMAHAWK SURF 1112 

TARTAR MK 4 1113 

AS3:S COMP 111* 

AESIS DZ8P 1115 

TER NTU AN/$YR-1 1116 

TAR wot MX 14 /NTU 1117 
AE8XS.DISF CBL 3/4)1118 

RADAR Er-Y 1 B/D 1119 
MK160 MOD 4 SCS 0 

CIWS ROD iS-11 1121 

CIUS MOD 15-11 1121 

dFCS Mta^7 1123 

MK 152 DATA 1124 

MK 56 6FC8 1124 

CIWS 15-1 1127 

C2US 15-1 1127 

CIWS lS-1 1127 

MK 84 RADAR MAINT 1126 

HK 86 RADAR MAINT 1128 

RK 84 RADAR MAINT 1128 

AN/UYia DATA SRP 1129 

AN/UYK7 DATA 8RR 1129 

AN/UYK7 DATA 6RP 1129 

S?e-53F nODFlED 1132 

MK 47 MOO 8 ll33 

9fC& MK 38 1134 

fiPS-39 1135 

SPS-48C 1138 
SPS-48C <DDC> 1138 
AN/SPS-4eE ii*o 

AN/SPS-48E 11*0 
AN/SW-S2C 11^2 
FCS/QftT Ca45-DDG 1143 
COM C8 45-Me 1144 
BASIC PQXNT DEF M8L1144 



ftcl dam n eck 

AE8ZSTRACEN VA 
oeSXSTRACEN VA 

TOTCJ>""S«Kr5XS^ 

i^cTCC o'aS nSck 

FCTCU DAW NECK 
FCTCL DAM NECK 
NAV6MSC0L DMNECK 
AESISTRACEN VA 
AS6ZSTf%ACEN VA 
COMBATSYfiTECH MI 
CCMSATSYSTECH Ml 
AfiSISTRACCN VA 
AESISTRACEN VA 
NAVQMSCOl- DMNECK 

^NA VeMg&OU .D MNgCK 

SERVSCOUC: jUCS 

FCTCLusee • 

NAV8MSC0L - '-iNECK 
SgRVS mLCOW 6LKS 

SERVSCOLi^ GLKS 
FCTCL DAM NECK 
SEBySQSLODtri QLKS 
^F^.TOIFffft' 
FCTCL DAM NECK 
5ERVSC3LCQM 6LKS 
SCftVKOLCQ q. eLKS 

NAV9M8C0L DMNECK 
COWBATSYSTECH Ml 
NAVOMfiCOL DMNCCrl 
NAVQMSCOL DMNECK 
COMSATSYSTKM MI 
COMBATSYSTSCH MI 
AESISTRACEN VA 
AESISTRACEN VA 
COMBATSYSTECM Ml 



30 
105 



50 
85 

1^0 
125 

lis 

100 
100 
120 
173 

00 
100 

70 
115 
120 

lis 

105 
82 

140 
1^0 
4C 
154 
124 
137 
137 
137 
83 
95 
S5 
148 
ISO 
ISO 
97 
8« 
40 
104 
170 
170 
130 
130 
110 
85 
100 
78 



?04 



.0 ^ 
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ceo (0?-i:8; op-^;; 









I lOK 


A- 104-0204 


It2v 


A-l2l-C47i 


45S4 






A* 104-0207 


187U 


A- 104 -0207 


172W 


A— t04-v20i 


llOK 


A-;0*-01^ 


0478 


A-104-0197 


067R 


A-104»Oi56 


4B09 


A- 104—0 196 


1S9U 


J— 1 13-10O4 




J- I 13- 1004 


0290 


J-li3-1004 


i97Y 


J— 1 13— 1004 


Z21n 


A— 181-0493 


047E 


A»15O-0079 


3694 


A— 150-V07T 


349s 


A—lSO-OOttS 


4699 


FTB A— 121-0245 


443U 


A- 12 1-03 14 


4C9K 


A-l2l-04i2 


409P 


A* 121-0509 


*S74 


JSCS A C « ^ ^ < 4 Y 

FTS CSS) A— llJ^OXi5 




»^ll4**vl52 


rt099 


A— 150— O30C 


IvST 


A— 130— OSOl 


XOeU 


H— ^ tW*v22' 




«— law*w«oo 




w— i^v*^' 




K— 




lan A— lli>— wl^tw 




^"^y A^ 1 1*— W I lO 












A— W • A 




A" li^'— 




A— 12 1— VO XV 




A-1 13-0044 


3494 


— ^ A-i 13-0044 


OlOA 


A-l2:-OS22 


144S 


A-121K>522 


1845 


- > A-121-0522 


1993 


r A- 12 1-0044 


3184 


A- 121-004^ 


3018 


A-121-0474 


017S 


A-121-0S46 


is9e 


A-121-0490 


0S4P 


A-121-05S2 


1012 



SHORT TITLE NEC 

NATO SEA SPARftQW 1147 

NATO SEA SP'AftROW 1147 

t-X-23 TAS 1149 

tIK 48 r.OD 19 WAINT 1151 

S?S-S5B/1C 1141 

SPS-55B/10 1141 

9PS*51C RDP UPSR 1142 

AN/SPd-55 5/9 1143 

AN/aPG-55 B/9 1143 

AN/SPS-SIC SU 1144 
TARTAFc nK74 MOD 14 NTU 1147 

AN/SW5 lA DIFF 1149 

AN/SW9 lA dIFF 1149 

AN/SWO lA DIFF 1149 

AN/SW3 lA OlFF 1149 

kOS mC 12 nOD 4 1183 

TARTAR UK 1S2 1188 

TARTAR WC 1S2 llSS 

TERRIER W< 1S2 1189 

FT 88 3303 

FT 88 S309 

TRIDENT FT3 REPL 3505 

TRI IX FTB RCPLA 3307 

3CSCC O 

CCS 1 rtAlNT 1177 

AD CAP KAXNT 117S 

VU5 ttAtr^nr 1174 

TRI Otiffi LEVCL 1 1501 

TRI CCS UMSL 1 1304 

FC 113 c/e cn o 

FC 113 9 AN MA 1194 

BUT 5-54 0679 

QWT S-S4 0879 

W< 11 . 0987 

BWT 5-38 0872 

HK 24 0989' 

eriTS - 54/0 0877 

flK 14 0891 

OMT 5-54/10 0B74 

(SnX 5*54/10 0874 

4i VLS 0981 

fflC 41 VU8 0981 

nK 41 09S1 

MK 13 0988 

MK 10 ANALOG DIFF 0984 

UK 13-4 0991 

nZCRO FUND 0 

00 963 AWKS 0893 

tIK 10/13 0985 



LOCATION C ■_ 

NAV3MSC0L" DMNECK ISO 
OOttBATSySTSSM Ml 150 

MttSATSYSTacpi «: i2o 

SERVSCQLCOPl SLKS 87 

COMBATSYSTECH til :S5 

NAVSMSCOL DnNEO-: 150 

COtlSATSYSTCCH nl 55 

NAVOKSCSL DKNECpC 150 

COnSATSYSTECH MI ISO 

NAVSnSCOL DMNCCK lis 

C0KBAT8Y8TSCH Ml 135 

FTS PEARL HARBOR 10 

FCTCL DAM NEDC lO 

FTC NORVA iO 

FAMfTTC CHASN SC 10 

COnBATSYSTECH Wl :3 

CONBATSYSTECM MI .93 

MAVenSCQL OhNSCK 95 

NAVGrtSCOL. DMNCCK 97 

NAVsnscau omneck :.9i 

NAVOnSCOL OnNECK 131 
TRITRAFAC BANSOR 115 . 
TRITRAFAC iCiAY 96 

NAVSUBSCOL 6R0Tr4 124 

NAVSUiSCOL GROTN 154 

NAVSUBSCOL 6R0TN IS 

NAVSUBSCOL GROTN 54 

TRITRAFAC BAN60R 84 

TRITRAFAC BANSOR 101 

NAVSUB8C0L GRCTN 124 

NAVSUBSCOL GROTN 62 

Sg RVSCOLC OM SLKS 115 

^fgTg'sDxees 115 

"SERS^OL'EOM GLKS 159 

FCTCL uses YKTN 40 

SfiRVSCOLCOrt sues 152 

FCTCL 0AM NECK ll7 

SERVSCOLCOn SLKS 89 

SB RVSCOLCOW SLKS 145 

{gCggSl^S^ 145 

NAVShSCOU OnNECK :?4 

NSUStS PHA CA 134 

'S^SraL^n SLKS 152 
SERVSCOLCOn SLKS 152 
SaRVSa3LC3rt (Sues 131 
SCRVSCOLCOM SLKS 1^ 
SSRVSCOLCOn. SL>CS 54 
SERVSCOLCOn SLK^Q^Z 



.6 :5 9. 
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CNO (OP-1161 ™ 



14'S£? 1990 
RAT INS CIN 



CDP SH2RT TITuS 



NEC 



LQCATrCN 




B-iOC-00 l5 

i-30C-00l7 

B-SOO-CC IB 
rB-30O-00 18 
B-311-A016 
»-300-002i 
B-SOO-OwS^ 

3-313*0026 
B*3l3-O026 
B-302-OOA3 
B-3 11-0023 
B-3C5-AC51 
B-400-0010 
B- 198-00 10 
B-3 12-0025 
_i-3l2-0C2S 
B-30 1-0033 
B-30 1-0035 
3-301-0033 
B-50 1-0033 
B-302-A04S 
B-30O-0O2S 
B-300*0025 
B-300-002V 
B-311-0011 
B-31t-0039 
B-S 11-0036 
B-3 1 1-00 la 
6-3ll-<Ol8 
B--300-14SS 



i-ATF A-70 1-0026 
.A-701-002A 



3387 
3368 
330 X 
337A 
3302 
33B0 
5306 

eosz 

5SIF 
BOSB 
3322 
3326 
333A 

3382 

300J 
3339 



3340 

3341 
5342 



3347 
S550 




3359 
3360 
8497 
899B 
fi04C 
505B 
3308 
3309 
•90S 

87:^7 



H« FIEUS riED TEC 
HM FISLD nS> TEC 
HT. - AERO MED 
RAD HiLTH TECK 
MM - CP 

tin - ZP 

Mfl-t^JC t-.eD/CL.IN 1 

^ - 6NT 

- XRAY BASIC 
MM - XRAY ADVANCED 
Htt • XRAY ADVANCED 
Mff " EES 
Kn - OPTICIAN 
PHY THBER PHASE I 
HM - PHOTO 
HM - REPAIR BASIC 
Hn • PMARtlACY 
MM - PHARMACY 
MM - OR 
HM - OR 
HM - OR 
HM - OR 
PSYCH PHASE 1 
HM - UROLOGY 
HM - UR0L09V 
HM - DERfl 
H"1 - LAS /BASIC 
HM - K18T0PATH 
CYTOLOaV TECH 
HK LAB ADVANCED 
HK LAB ADVANCED 
HM - RC9P THER I 

•IN^nAXMT/WELD 
QEN/HAINT/WSLD 



S404 
8404 
8406 
8^07 
e40& 
B408 
0 

S4^S 
8446 
84S1 
8452 
8452 
6484 
8463 
O 

8472 
•479 

8482 
8482 
8483 
8483* 
8485 
8485 
0 

8486 
84 
8495 
8501 
8505 
8505 
8506 
8506 
•541 



MCS FM LEJL'NE 
MCS FM PENDL~3N 
NAM I PENSACOLA 
NUMX MS DET CA 
NSHS BET HEED A 

'KSJSttrBCVHSSDA 

>i5W 8"" SDTI i a0 
^NgHS sotagq 

NBHS8DDCT OAKL 



37 
70 
68 
37S 
37S 
139 

154 
82 



NB^S HS ^ VA 
NSHS BETHESDA 
OPHAL SU PPTRA CT 
NSHSBb f Ut I FTSAM 
NSHS BETHESDA 

mSDTKM nr« dsnv 

NSHS HS DtT VA 

NSHS 5D DET OAKL. 
NSHS HS DST VA 
NSKSBETHDETFTSAM 

NSHS HS DT VA 



NSI ■ ■ - 
NSHSBETKDeTFTSAM 

NSHS SrrHKSOA 
NSHSBETKDeTFTSAM 

NSHS BET HSDA 
MSHS SPiESO^ 
NSHSBETHDETFTSAM 



4954 

4954 ""flS' 




PTMTH VA 



ISO 

180 

120' 

208 

266 

1S9 

1S9 

180 
180 
180 
ISO 
40 
180 
180 
UNK 
105 
UNK 
364 
378 
378 
222 

54 
54 



ZC 

MM(NP> 



^..623-0080 04SP 

A-661-^XO I30E 

A-661-0014 1314 

A-66 1-OC 14 1318 

A-661-0014 1220 



TRI SH CON/LKVI TRITRAFAC BAf48CR 61 



NUC PVIR 

NPPO MECHANICAL 
NPPO MECHAKXCAL 
ltf»PO MECHANICAL 




NAVNUCPWRSCOL OR 
NAVNUCPWRTRAU ID 
NAVNUCPWRTRAU NY 
NAVNUCPURTRAU WX 



170 
ISO 
186 
180 



MM 6Y0 A.651-0114 076H W1 PROP PLT MAIN 



MT A- 12 1-0250 

. A- 121-0329 
A- 121-0441 
A- 121-0534 



^IT MT POS 

409H MTTRT 

4118 TRIDENT MT REPL 

3S3L TRI ir «T 



O SERVSCOLCOn 6UCS 26 



3313 NAV8MSC0L 0MKECK 151 

3315 NAVSMSCOL DWNECK 121 

3317 TRITRAFAC BANTOR 145 

SS19 TRITRAFAC KBAY lS7 



206 



12 
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CNO (OP-116) 



GP-44 



CNTECETSANOTE 1514 
14 St? IS9C 



COP SHORT T:P-£ 



WEC LOCctTIOK 



PR 



ST5 

«4YC> 



0-602-OS9C 

A-'160-<'023 
A-1A0-0O23 
A- 160-0023 

A-26C'-003I 
A-2A0-O035 
, A-260-006S 

A-202-0024 

A- 10 1-0265 
A-101-OOA: 

a-ioi-o;a8 

K- 130-0269 
K:-130-02S3 

130-0046 
130-0047 

-130-OC57 
150-0060 
•130-0069 
150-OO71 
-130-0096 
•130-0097 
150-0265 
150-0269 
-130-0273 
•l3Q-03tl 



•130-0099 
lSO-0102 
'130-G24S 
130-0247 
•130-1106 
•X30-1107 

^150-1 loa 

> 130-1093 
•lSO-1112 
■130-1114 
►130-1115 
■130-1119 
-150«1122 



5724 
8695 

3067 
3I$9 
S116 
3259 
3274 
05 IW 
063C 
0633 
2l3e 
21SH 
2904 

544C 
1916 
3191 
038U 

6116 
1431 
608F 
610E 

3240 
3068 
5039 
3235 
339V 
7762 
339W 
304X 
6118 
067U 

6oer 

073& 
09 IE 
09 IF 

6ioe 

413P 
340J 
0529 
0620 
140F 
1408 
14 IC 

oe3z 

1420 
1431 
1432 
0586 
0606 



P3 ENVXH SYS 
SH3 SURV/ENVIR 

TTY 2£ ASR MAINT 
TTY 38 ASR P1AINT 
TTY 28 ASR MAINT 
TTY LOW LEV-MAI 
TTY LOW LEV-flAl 
TTY LOW LcV-HAl 
S6IXS II QPR 
VERDIM/ISARPS QP 
RIXT/SRT 
RIXT/SRT 
LHA CnCS/nKT8 OP 



83:9 
8377 

2342 
2342 
2342 
2346 
2346 
2346 
2354 
237B 
2370 
2370 
2374 



TACT icon 23JH 

STRATCOWn TECH 23SW 

conn EQP Cr9 ha 23NC 

TRX E£S RPL LVLl 23TA 



VW- 30 
H5 1 

■SgRV SCOL cSpuSD-- 
FTC ?^RVA 
FT© PEARL HARBOR 
FTC NORVA 

FT8 PEARL HARSiCR 
FTC NCRVA 
FTC NORVA 

?TCrSlORVA 
COWBATSYSTCCH WI 

NAVSUBSCCL SROTN 
NAVSUBSCOL 6RCTN 
NAVdUBSCOL 3R0TN 
TRITRAFAC BANGOR 



SQQ23 PAIR 0PBA8 0 ^^^^^fjfiOSihf'BOi 
SQR-18A <V) 20P 0 -Tj^SJ^Si^t^S^^ 

Satt-e9 CV> OPER 0406 ^^j^i^^y^Ba^^^SE^'^f^''' 

ANSQQ89V10PERAT 0413 -RiEP^SWTFLAllMN^AC 



SG£^26BX MAINT 0452 

SQ8-26AXR/CX RAZ 0454 

tJUFC8 nKlll MAI 0431 

UUFC6 nK114 MAI 0434 

RELAY TRANS nK60 0435 

SQS^35 CV> MAINT 0456 

806-36 HAIMT O 

60028 PAIR MAINT 0459 

80023 PAIR OPBAS O 

80026 (V> RAtNT 0404 

SQQ«69 CV)2 OPSR 04O6 

6Q089VCMEQP MA 0 

nK116 MOD7 MAZMT 0430 

SQ3S3B MAX LEVI! 0414 
fi£8Q-e9 (V) 1/3 0PR0413 
MK-309 OPR/MAINT 
8QS-S5 MAIhtT 
FF67 SONAR LEVI I 



O 

0457 

ii^2 



MK-'Xr6 MQD4 MAINT 0436 
S08-53C MAINT 0 
SOR-lBA CV) 1 MAIN 0449 
SBR-19 MAINT 0*07 
INT SURF ACOU AN 0445 
MKli4ACMK53/20/M O 
SOR-lSA (V> 20P 0 
SQR-ieA tV)2 PIADIF0451 
FF 10S2 SONAR SU 0467 
UyQ-25A <V) 1/3 MA 0 



FLSASWfRAC6{4. F^C 
QifASVTFRjBfe^ 
■ FCE ABKfj^ACEfi' ■ trAC 
"FLEA^iOIRiiACSN PAG 
iSLSASUTRACEN* PAC 
FLEASWTRACgN 'PAC 
.FlsMASiurrRACEN. RAC 
. FLEASkC^ AC^ . f^C 
^.£ASW2^«GEM .RfiC 
HS-EAS(<n!eAC8Ni.PAC 
FLEAShrn^CEN PAC.. 
F?CfeAa5?n?ACEN : Pf¥'. 
rL£ASUTRACEN^-P4C 
FLEASWTRACEN"^AC 
-FLEASMTI^ACEN^ P AC 
- -Fg&ASWTRACEN*'. ^AC 
FUEAiSWTRACEN «BAC 
Fb&V5^TRAC6^rf>AC' 
'FO^P^B^rtRACEN; fipAp 
'1%EASWf ttecONL - PAC 
. • FLEASWTRACENlP AC; 
*'^Ft^*SKTRiACEN "PA'C 
F^a5fiJT5»CSN^C 

Fgs^fiwtfuceN f^C 

PL-SlS^&Ti^CEN^i^C. 
FZJBmkTRACStl PAC 



82 

85 

62 

15 

14 

14 

15 

IS 

12 

12 

25 

82 
62 

109 
78 

33 
42 
68 
103 

187 
243 
152 

89 

11 
116 
137 
200 

33 
145 

68 
110 
236 
208 
103 
12 
313 

166 

192 

103 

138 

124 

40 
131 
A2 
56 



u6 • 5 ^ 1 
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0"Q COP- 11 6) 



CKTSCETaAKOTS IS 14 
,\4SEP 



i 



COP SHORT TITLE 



/ A-lSO-Or05 8412 

/ A-130-01SS 4402 

I A-i30-0172 A^97 

y A- 130-0172 4497 

\ A-130-OZOg 4S37 

/ A-I30-O20a 4537 

\ A-130-C2O8 4337 

V A-150-020^ 4538 



OA 1283 BA? OPR 
SSBN SNK at^3 nA 
OA 1283 dAS GPR 
SONAR AUX OIB KA 
SOt^R fkUt ens MA 
BQQS SCR cm BAS 
BQQS SER Cub bas 
B0C3 SSR Cni BAS 

SCS5 ser:zs aov 

BOQ« C/K LEVEL 



NEC L0CAT:2N 



0 

0428 
0 

0422 
0421 
0412 
0412 
0412 
0422 
0423 



A-121-OX4& 3659 ASROC t« 0718 
A- 123-0 140 3671 TORP ?1K48 Ifl . 0748 
A-123-0174 032rt 70RP flK46 riOB5 IM 0746 



"jngg ^SwrpAdEN PAc 

-FtSjftSWfRAciEN PAC 26 

•pCEftisgTTOCpgcgaer^i 45 

•FL£AiBWTRACEN'*PAC- 14S 

'5£S^fiI8ficE*reAff. 110 

PCEHSwiTfACEhL'PACL !10 
PLSASWT9<^£N-.PA£-! 110 
PCI^SWTRACEN.PAC- 203 
TRITRAFAC KANeCR 140 

SERVSCOLCCn ORLA I9 
€ERV8C0LC0n C A 103 
SSRVSCOLCOn C A 89 



06 25 91 



©202 S93 :2;3 



2. For TZSO, 4ji each cf the "C" schools located at Nrc San -iecc, 
what was the p|>rc«ntaga cf studer.ts vha caae directly to attend -diese 
"C" schools fl o m schools tt Sar. Diegc? What Wcis the 
percentage o£ students who cere directly from schools Iccatec at 
sites other .than NTC San Diego? >?hat wes the percentage cf "st^idents 
vho cape fros the fleet at San Diego rather than frcm "A" scaool? 
Of those students vho did not cone directly fros. "2." schools, what vzs 
the percentage vho case £ran duty st&tions outside the San Diego area? 

Cnlmowii, data not readily available. To ansver this ciiestlon 
accurately/ a special query of the Enlisted !Caster File date, hase mist 
he conducted and then su»arized. Istinated coispleticn 2-3 verves. 



209 



M - V ^ 3 )» J 



'Si3 



CNO '3P-11S) 



— op. 



3. PX90, Trfiat was the total atanbs- o* --^ 

San Diego and. how awy or thesi -ySt^-i^f '5^^'^-^--'' '-^^^ 5== 

Ditqo area, bat Rot at ^^c si* oiLa? I'e***^ i-"- tie san 
school, located ontsiL |;^,=•^^ge ^=^«=i^y t= "A" 




21 



08 25 ai ©---3 
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OP-*; — *-5N .Ai 

CNQ lOP-llfiJ OP--i-i 



^f^tL ^?e«l shcre du^%- cr vent thrcu^^ ar. ^^^-^"XT^^'.'^-^^^'s^ 
BiTf^Lrp^^it l!;iv^;41n°5Srk^or-.hc-ra duty .l..vb^'.^ 

^'250 attrended XT:prer-tica training. 
2,087 reported cirect w- ^.^e*- 

ritri«v« data, is desired. 
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Q8 25 31 



■J J C.I 



3t3 



CP-i4 



5. Of -cixe recruits <jr^duat.ir.g- froz; HTC San nieco d*—- r-rs- 

11,221 ryso E3C San Dieyo gradtiate* atrtanSai «£.« schco" . "SO a^er-ei 
"i» sciiool m (Sraat Lances aM 53 »tt«a«d "A- school iil OrlSd=r 



212 



J6 25 Si i- --J a 
08-'23/fil 13:40 ©202 893 r543 CNO fOP-il6l 



6, Cf tlios* students graduating d^ing ?*i90 frcru "A." sciiocis located 
at ITTC San Diego, Slow aany w«r* tftsign^d for their r.axt du— * tc tie 
fla^t ported «t San Diego? Hov aaay vare dssignad for tt^ir next du-ty 
to a fleet ported at some other location than San riego? Hov nar.y 
vere assigned to duty at so&e location other th&n vith a fleet, i.e.^ 
another school or shore duty? of these who graduated frcn an ^A" 
school at VTC San Diego during ^o vere assigned duty other than 

with a fleet comaand, what percentage vere assigned to duty at a - 
school or other cosaand in San Oiego, and what percentage vere 
aissigned for duty elsewhere in the Navy outside of San Diego? 

"A" school graduate fleet assignment data is not readily avaiXahle. 
Es^i&ate 2«3 weeks r if desired. 

We estimate 30%-35* (1^350-1,573; NTC San Diego "A." school graduates 
were aligned to fleet units in San Diego« ^erefore, 65%-'70% C2«925- 
3,150) are assigned du^y elsewhere • 

is based on the following apprexiaations provided for 
consideration: 
Assuaption: 

1. Navy's split 50/50 east coast/vest coast. 

2. $0%«70% of vest coast Sfavy hased in San Diego area. 

3. Sea duty/shore duty split out of "A" school is 80/2Q. 



I 
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Analyse* for^Bic Sar. Di«?o ar.d SSC o^t^nd^^ r'S'^.^-^Ii;!^:"? ~? 
of BIC su Dlago, this rev^s'on t^-*-- h r..-:?'' "t* A.-a^ysis 

Jrca iCC c-r«at Lakes to saa Di^co rof *?=r-!T =11-? 
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, J " ■ 1 



ses 

of 



8- in total> Navy-vida, hov sasy "A" schools and hcv -any "C" s.^^-C'^^s 

vitii "school" in KaiTy parlarc^; iZ pie susber "^2^^- ^ ^.^^C^J 
different: from tha nvaber of "schools", please sta^e wie :iwiu-e. 

"courses" as veil. 

p-eB«r.tLy, there axe 3,058 "=" 9Cliools (cc-^ses) t.-.at produce ir. 
varvlng cosbin*tlon l,l2o(aSC»J 

t 



08''25.-91 iS:l4 ©202 633 TS;3 



CNC I OP- 116 1 



OP-4- 



9 • Hcv many o£ th^ "C" course* taugiit: sciiocls at NTC San ^-f^^ 
^lug^faf^L locations in tt* Navy? Of ^tiesa, iov 
it lor* tJiaa ona othar locatiozi? Are ar.y of than taugit a. ^.w Graa. 
^jii^^tK or NTP Orlando? 

104 »C« schools are txm^t. at WTC San Diego. 
76 are taugtt at aore than one location. 
12 are taught at NTC areat LaJces. 
4 are tau^t at NTC Orlando. 
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":2:42 0202 693 TSiZ r CNO (0P-1I6) — CP-U 



'0. Hov many of th.& courses taught schccls at: NTC San ::legc 

are caugh-t at; other Iccatior^? Of tieso, hov sany are taught at siora 
thar. or-e oth*r loeaticn? Are any of then taught at OTC 3reat la:<es c 
NTC Orlando? 

The "A" schools at OTC San Diegc are single^sited and net offered 
aleawhere. HH CCcrpsEiaii) "A" schccl, hovever, is taughw at the N^-val 
Hospital San Diego and is also ta-^gh- at Naval Hcspital Great La:<es. 



0«/25'9l 13:43 ©202 693*7343 CNO tOP-llS] C?-4. 



11. Hov aucb^v&s spent by tie Navy or travel ia rvSO to send racrclns 
graduating tram arc Great Lakes to "A" schools located elsewhere than 
ilTC Great Zfatoff? To send recruits graduating from 3SC San Diego to 
"A" schools «ls*wher« than NTC San Diego? Tc sand recruits graduating 
from RTC Orlando to "A" schools elsewhere than ntc orlarrdo? 

In FY90 RTC Great Lakes graduated 27,038 recruits, over 75O0 attended 
"A" school outside the Great Lakes area at an estimated cost of 

In rZSQ RTC San Diego graduated 20,849 recruits, over 5Soo attended 
«A« school outside the NTC San Diego area at an estimated cost of 

In RTC Orlando graduated 25,792 recruits, over 65C0 attended "A" 

school outside the KTC Orlando area, at an estis&ted cost of $3.9K.* 



* Travel costs are eatiaated utilizing a standard $6 00/ student to 
cKecatft travel from RTC to "A" school. 



217 



sec 931C3/U9-91 
26 June 1991 



HEHORANDUH . FOR THE RECORD 

S^^bj- OP-44 BASE CLOSURE CONGRESSIONAL INQUIRY 
Hef. (a) Ceng. McCoUun. Letter of 24 June 1991 to ASN(I*E) 
1 The following information pe.tainin, to ».di=.l is P-vid.d 
in accordance with reference (a). 

» 11 Tf Orlando Naval Hospital is closed, has a 
a. Question t If Orlando Na v personnel 

final determination """"'f ' ^^^^.^nsferred (including 
assigned to that hospital will be t^^^^^^^^,; ^he projected new 
physicians, nurses, etc.)? ^*,*°.P|„. 
duly assignments by category of billet. 

Answer. A final <l«t«»i"ni°" ^'^.^"^ctHtyT'wtil be don. 
detailed migration plan, "y , specialty/sub-speciaity . 
after the FY 91 BRCC selections are made and oerore 

in FY 90 how many military retirees were 
b. Question #13. m ri .»^rr»at Lakes Naval 



FY 90 
RETIREE VISITS 



. re'lir' ^0n4ir< age 65, 

Orlando fi'^o, 355 (152 < age 65) 

NoU: k|e".t. nit'coU.cted on outpatient visits 

Question »14 O^^S%u"=s"tSroighLf tj.^ ^^s^mt^hlt 
seen at Naval "°^Pi"^!he tge of « in FY 90 or in the most 
recrnfyrar^irr whtc^ sulh'Uatistics are available. 

FY 90 

TOTAL RETIREES VISITS 
Answer. onTPATlENT 681,169 

?npItIENT 20,051 (54% < age 65) 

Age Sata not collected on outpatient visits 



Note ! 
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. \ ►^.n »i=; Durinq FV 90 what was the total number of 
. "^A-Sr. treated at Or Indo Naval Hospital and its associated 
ttHics? pJersr'give the same statistic for FV 89. 



Answer . 



OUTPATIENT 
INPATIENT 



FY 89 
62,906 
1,672 



FY 90 
66,668 
1,889 



fi For FY 89 and FY 90 please state the total 
SrmiUtari retirees who had prescriptions filled at 
Sa^nL^^Navii^ros^^ At Great Lakes Naval Hospital. 

Tof boLTaia!'H:spirars^^ and Great La.es is provided. 



NH Orlando 

NH Great Lakes 



FY 89 
428,644 
331,723 



FY 90 
478,290 
343,5X3 




'Timoth/ K. Eafuels 
Facilities Analyst, 
Resources Division 



CNO^(OP'S 44^*^4^, 117, 117E) 
BUMED (WED 14A) 



